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FOREWORD

This publication is the second publication released from the 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF-93), a study about faculty and instructional staff in higher education institutions in the country. 
The NSOPF-93 and its predecessor, NSOPF-88, were conducted by the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) within the Office of Educational Research and Improvement of the U.S. Department of Education to fill
the information gap about this important population in our society.  Additional support for the NSOPF has
been provided by the National Endowment for the Humanities and the National Science Foundation.

The first publication, Faculty and Instructional Staff: Who Are They and What Do They Do?,  presented data
from the faculty survey of NSOPF-93.  This publication presents findings from the institution survey of
NSOPF-93.  Institution representatives were asked to respond to questions regarding their institutions’
policies and practices toward their faculty and instructional staff.   We hope the information in this
report will be of interest to the research community and will stimulate discussions on faculty issues. 
Based on the number of individuals who have contacted the National Center for Education Statistics since the
release of the first NSOPF-93 publication, we know there is a keen interest in data on faculty and
instructional staff in our nation’s colleges and universities.  We hope that NSOPF-93 and future cycles of
NSOPF will provide useful information to these individuals.

While this is the only publication that NCES plans to release from the NSOPF-93 institution survey, we do
plan to release several more reports from the NSOPF-93 faculty survey.  We encourage individuals to keep
track of our publications through the internet at http://www.ed.gov/NCES and through our announcements to
the higher education community.

Finally, researchers are strongly encouraged to conduct their own in-depth analysis of the NSOPF data.

Paul D. Planchon Daniel Kasprzyk
Associate Commissioner Director
Surveys and Cooperative Systems Group Education Surveys Program
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HIGHLIGHTS

This report presents findings from the survey of institutions of higher education  conducted as a part1

of the 1992-93 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF-93).  The survey gathered data
from institution representatives on policies and practices that relate to their institutions' faculty and
instructional staff.  The NSOPF-93 institution survey collected data on a wide range of faculty and
instructional staff, including those who, in the fall of 1992, were:

! Full-time;

! Part-time;

! Permanent; 

! Temporary;

! Instructional faculty and staff; and

! Non-instructional faculty.

In this report, the term “faculty” includes individuals both with and without instructional
responsibilities.  Additionally, some institutions do not confer faculty status on all individuals with 
instructional duties.  Individuals who are not designated as faculty but who teach courses are referred
to as instructional staff.    

Each section of this report focuses on a slightly different group of faculty and instructional staff. 
Section 2 presents the number and distribution of full- and part-time instructional faculty and staff,
and full- and part-time non-instructional faculty, in different types of higher education institutions. 
Full- and part-time refer to the employment status of an individual as defined by the college or
university itself, not to how much time that person spent on a particular activity such as teaching. 
Section 3 examines faculty movement of permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff and non-
instructional faculty from their specific institutions of higher education.  Section 4 focuses on the
distribution of tenure systems and tenured faculty in different types of higher education institutions,
as well as tenure policies for permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff and permanent full-
time non-instructional faculty.  Section 5 examines benefits provided to 5 different groups of faculty
and instructional staff:  permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff, temporary full-time
instructional faculty and staff, permanent full-time non-instructional faculty, temporary full-time non-
instructional faculty, and part-time instructional faculty and staff.  Finally, Section 6 provides a
summary of key findings.

The remainder of this section highlights key findings from each section of the report; it does not
provide an exhaustive overview of the findings of this report.  To provide clarity, references to
specific groups of faculty and instructional staff appear in bold in the findings below.



      The NSOPF-93 institution questionnaire did not provide the institutional respondent with the opportunity to2

specify what was meant by “other” reasons.  However, obtaining a new job was likely to be a primary “other”
reason for leaving the institution.

vi

Size and Composition of Faculty and Instructional Staff

! In the fall of 1992, according to reports from institutional respondents, institutions of
higher education in the United States employed approximately 1 million faculty and
instructional staff (table 2.1).

! Although public colleges and universities (including research, doctoral, comprehensive,
and 2-year) accounted for 79 percent of all higher education enrollments and 69 percent
of all faculty and instructional staff, they comprised only 48 percent of all higher
education institutions in 1992 (table 2.1).

! About 90 percent of all faculty and instructional staff employed by institutions of
higher education had instructional duties as their major regular assignment during the fall
of 1992 (table 2.3).

! About 35 percent of non-instructional faculty (faculty whose major regular assignment
is research, administration, or community service, for instance) were employed in public
research institutions (table 2.3).

Faculty Movement

! There was about a 1 percent increase in the number of permanent full-time
instructional faculty and staff employed by all institutions of higher education in the
United States between the fall of 1991 and the fall of 1992 (table 3.1).

! There was about a 3 percent increase in the number of permanent full-time non-
instructional faculty from the fall of 1991 to the fall of 1992 (table 3.1).

! About 6 percent of all permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff employed by
institutions of higher education in 1991 left the institution at which they were employed
between the fall of 1991 and the fall of 1992.  Of those who left during that time, 37
percent retired, 4 percent left because of downsizing, and 59 percent left for other
reasons  (table 3.2).2

! Seventy-seven percent of public research institutions and 66 percent of public doctoral
institutions offered early or phased retirement to permanent full-time instructional
faculty and staff between 1987 and 1992, compared with 40 percent of all higher
education institutions.  Approximately 23,300 permanent full-time instructional faculty
and staff employed during these years took advantage of the offer of early or phased
retirement (table 3.3).
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! Thirty percent of the nearly 2,000 higher education institutions with permanent full-
time non-instructional faculty offered them early or phased retirement.  About 2,300
permanent full-time non-instructional faculty took advantage of the offer to retire
between 1987 and 1992 (table 3.3).

Tenure Systems

! Seventy-one percent of institutions with permanent full-time instructional faculty and
staff had tenure systems in the fall of 1992, while only 47 percent of institutions with
permanent full-time non-instructional faculty had tenure systems (table 4.1). 

! Virtually all public research, private research, public doctoral, and public comprehensive
institutions had tenure systems for permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff. 
In contrast, 66 percent of public 2-year institutions had tenure systems for this group of
faculty and instructional staff (table 4.1).

! While 58 percent of all permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff had tenure
in 1992, only 23 percent of permanent full-time non-instructional faculty had tenure
(table 4.1).

! In 1992, tenure was granted to 73 percent of permanent full-time instructional faculty
and staff who were considered for tenure during the 1992-93 academic year and 89
percent of such permanent full-time non-instructional faculty (table 4.2).

! Eighty-three percent of the higher education institutions with tenure systems placed a
limit on the maximum amount of time that permanent full-time instructional faculty
and staff could remain in a tenure track position (table 4.3).

! Between the fall of 1987 and the fall of 1992, about one-half of higher education
institutions took some actions to lower the percentage of tenured full-time instructional
faculty and staff:  23 percent of all institutions employing permanent full-time
instructional faculty and staff raised tenure standards for this group of faculty and
staff; 18 percent replaced some tenured or tenure-track permanent full-time instructional
faculty and staff positions with fixed-term contract positions; and 8 percent of the
institutions took other actions designed to lower the percentage of tenured full-time
instructional faculty and staff (table 4.4).

Faculty Benefits

! An overwhelming majority of institutions of higher education offered some sort of
retirement plan to both permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff (97 percent)
and permanent full-time non-instructional faculty (95 percent) in 1992 (tables 5.1 and
5.2).  In contrast, only 43 percent of higher education institutions that employed part-
time instructional faculty and staff offered some type of a retirement plan to them
(table 5.3).
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! The Teachers Insurance and Annuity Association/College Retirement Equities Fund
(TIAA/CREF) was the most commonly offered retirement benefit to permanent full-
time instructional faculty and staff and permanent full-time non-instructional
faculty (tables 5.1 and 5.2).

! Almost all higher education institutions offered medical insurance or medical care to
permanent full-time faculty and instructional staff (99 percent) (tables 5.4 and 5.6). 
In contrast, only 45 percent of the institutions employing temporary full-time
instructional faculty and staff and 39 percent of the institutions employing temporary
full-time non-instructional faculty offered medical insurance or care to these groups
(tables 5.5 and 5.7).  
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     The first cycle of NSOPF, conducted in 1987-88, included three components: institutions, department3

chairpersons, and individual faculty members.  The 1992-93 effort, while it did not include a survey of department
chairpersons, expanded the samples of institutions and faculty considerably.  See the Technical Notes for details of
these changes.

     While the IPEDS universe includes for-profit institutions, the institutional universe for NSOPF-93 only included4

nonprofit higher education institutions.

     See the Technical Notes for a more detailed discussion of sampling procedures, survey administration, response5

rates, and imputation procedures.
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SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION

The diversity of American higher education is reflected in the number and variety of colleges and
universities in this country as well as in the faculty and instructional staff employed by these
institutions.  As both tuition and the costs of providing a college education continue to rise, attention
is increasingly drawn to the role and work of faculty and instructional staff in higher education
institutions, since they represent a significant component of institutional expenses.  Comprehensive
data about them, however, have been relatively scarce.  

In 1992-93, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), with additional support from the
National Science Foundation (NSF) and the National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH),
conducted a comprehensive study of higher education faculty and instructional staff.  The 1992-93
National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF-93) gathered data from a nationally representative
sample of higher education institutions regarding their faculty policies and practices.  Faculty and
instructional staff were surveyed separately regarding a number of factors related to their work,
backgrounds, and attitudes.3

This report presents findings from the NSOPF-93 survey of institutions.  Drawn from the Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), the institutional universe for this survey included
3,256 postsecondary institutions that met all of the following criteria:

! The U.S. Department of Education recognized its accreditation as a collegiate
institution;

! The institution provided formal instructional programs of at least 2-years’ duration;
and

! The college or university was public or private nonprofit.4

The institution sample consisted of 962 eligible colleges and universities.  Of these, 872 (90.6
percent) completed an institution questionnaire.5
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The chief administrative officer (CAO) of each institution was asked to designate an institutional
coordinator who often served as the main respondent to the institution questionnaire.  The institutional
coordinator was typically an academic officer, provost, dean, institutional researcher, or budget
officer.  The number of institution staff required to complete the self-administered institution
questionnaire varied from a low of 1 to a high of 5, with an average of slightly less than 2
respondents (1.78) per institution.  

The NSOPF-93 institution survey gathered data on policies and practices affecting both instructional
faculty and staff and non-instructional faculty.  Furthermore, full-time faculty and instructional staff
were distinguished from part-time faculty and instructional staff, and permanent appointments were
considered separately from temporary ones.  Institutions were given a glossary that provided
guidelines for determining which faculty should be included in the instructional faculty/staff and the
non-instructional faculty categories.  The following instructions were provided:

! Instructional faculty/staff — All institutional staff (faculty and non-faculty) whose
major regular assignment at this institution (more than 50 percent) is instruction.  This
corresponds to the IPEDS definition.  Individuals do not need to have a dedicated
instructional assignment to be included in this category.  Be sure to include (1)
administrators whose major responsibility is instruction; (2) individuals with major
instructional assignments who have temporary, adjunct, acting, or visiting status; (3)
individuals whose major regular assignment is instruction but who have been granted
release time for other institutional activities; and (4) individuals whose major regular
assignment is instruction but who are on sabbatical from your institution.

Please do not include:  Graduate or undergraduate teaching assistants, postdoctoral
appointees, temporary replacements for personnel on sabbatical leave, instructional
personnel on leave without pay or teaching outside the U.S., military personnel who
teach only ROTC courses, and instructional personnel supplied by independent
contractors.

! Non-instructional faculty — All institutional staff who have faculty status but would
not be included as instructional faculty since their specific and major regular
assignment is not instruction but may be for the purpose of conducting research,
performing public service, or carrying out administrative functions of the institution.

Respondents also were asked to provide their institution's definitions of six different groups of faculty
or instructional staff:  full-time instructional faculty/staff; full-time non-instructional faculty; part-
time instructional faculty/staff; part-time non-instructional faculty; permanent faculty/instructional
staff; and temporary faculty/instructional staff.  These definitions varied considerably and were based
on a wide range of criteria, from hours worked per week to number of courses taught.  Common
definitions of temporary faculty and instructional staff included affiliated or adjunct faculty and
faculty who had an acting appointment.  Common definitions of permanent faculty and instructional
staff included clinical and research faculty.

This report examines the distribution of faculty and instructional staff as reported by the institutional
respondents in different types of colleges and universities as well as institutional policies and
practices that affect them.  For the purposes of this study, a modified Carnegie classification was



     See the Technical Notes for a discussion of the institution classification and A Classification of Institutions of6

Higher Education.  (Princeton, N.J.:  The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching), 1987.

     Public liberal arts and private 2-year institutions have been placed in the other category, because there are7

relatively few of them in the country.
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used to distinguish among the various types of institutions of higher education in the country.   The6

following institutional categories were used in this report:

! Public research:  Publicly controlled institutions among the 100 leading universities
in Federal research funds.  Each of these universities awards substantial numbers of
doctorates across many fields.

! Private research:  Privately controlled not-for-profit institutions among the 100
leading universities in Federal research funds.  Each of these universities awards
substantial numbers of doctorates across many fields.

! Public doctoral:  Publicly controlled institutions that offer a full range of
baccalaureate programs and Ph.D. degrees in at least three disciplines, but tend to be
less focused on research and receive fewer Federal research dollars than the research
universities.  In this report, this group also includes publicly controlled institutions
classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.

! Private doctoral:  Privately controlled not-for-profit institutions that offer a full
range of baccalaureate programs and Ph.D. degrees in at least three disciplines, but
tend to be less focused on research and receive fewer Federal research dollars than
the research universities.  In this report, this group also includes privately controlled
institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.

! Public comprehensive:  Publicly controlled institutions that offer liberal arts and
professional programs; a master's degree is the highest degree offered.

! Private comprehensive:  Privately controlled not-for-profit institutions that offer
liberal arts and professional programs; a master's degree is the highest degree
offered.

! Private liberal arts: Privately controlled not-for-profit institutions that are smaller
and generally more selective than comprehensive colleges and universities; primarily
offer bachelor's degrees, although some offer master's degrees.

! Public 2-year:  Publicly controlled institutions that offer certificate or degree
programs through the Associate of Arts level and, with few exceptions, offer no
baccalaureate programs.

! Other:  Public liberal arts, private 2-year,  and religious and other specialized7

institutions, except medical.



     See the Technical Notes for a discussion of the NSOPF-93 sample design, the survey methodology, the weight8

calculations, and the accuracy of the estimates.

     See the Technical Notes for a discussion of sources of error.9
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Section 2 presents estimates of full- and part-time faculty and instructional staff in different types of
higher education institutions as reported by institutional respondents.   Section 3 examines the8

movement of permanent full-time faculty and instructional staff from higher education institutions for
reasons of retirement, downsizing, or other situations.  Section 4 describes characteristics of tenure
systems for permanent full-time faculty and instructional staff and non-instructional faculty in
different colleges and universities.  Section 5 examines benefits provided to full-time instructional
faculty and staff, full-time non-instructional faculty, and part-time instructional faculty and staff. 
The final section presents a summary of key findings.

All comparisons that are noted in the report are statistically significant at the .05 level.  9



     Examples of faculty without instructional responsibilities include: faculty whose major regular assignment was10

research, administration, or community service.

     This estimate is derived from the NSOPF-93 institution survey.  The institution survey asked institutional11

representatives for counts of the institution’s faculty and instructional staff.  Another estimate of the number of
faculty and instructional staff was derived from lists of faculty and instructional staff provided by participating
institutions.  These lists were used to sample individual faculty and instructional staff and to have them respond to the
NSOPF-93 faculty survey.  Thus, the estimated number of faculty and instructional staff will depend on the NSOPF-
93 component used to derive the estimate.  See the Technical Notes for a discussion of the sample design, the survey
methodology, the weight calculations, and the accuracy of the estimates.

     U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Enrollment in Higher Education:  Fall12

1986 Through Fall 1994.  (Washington, DC:  U.S. Government Printing Office), 1996.

     The first-stage NSOPF-93 sampling frame consisted of the 3,256 postsecondary institutions drawn from the13

1991-92 IPEDS (Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System) universe.  A sample of 974 institutions drawn
from this frame was found to include 12 ineligible institutions.  The remaining 962 eligible institutions represented an
estimated 3,188 higher education institutions in the country in 1992.
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SECTION 2

FACULTY AND THEIR INSTITUTIONS

This section highlights the distribution of faculty and instructional staff employed by institutions of
higher education in the fall of 1992.  Unless otherwise specified, faculty include individuals both with
and without  instructional responsibilities.  In addition, some institutions do not confer faculty status10

on all individuals with instructional duties.  Those individuals who are not designated as faculty but
who teach courses or supervise academic activities are referred to in this report as instructional staff. 
Faculty and instructional staff include individuals employed full and part time, as well as those with
temporary and permanent appointments.

Distribution of Faculty and Instructional Staff and Higher Education Institutions

In the fall of 1992, according to reports from institutional respondents, institutions of higher
education in the United States employed approximately 1 million faculty and instructional staff11

(table 2.1).

Although public colleges and universities (including research, doctoral, comprehensive, and 2-year)
accounted for 79 percent of all higher education enrollments  and 69 percent of all faculty and12

instructional staff, they comprised only 48 percent of all higher education institutions in 1992 (table
2.1).  Of the 3,188  institutions of higher education in 1992, 32 percent were public 2-year colleges. 13

Other institutions, a group that includes public liberal arts colleges, private 2-year colleges, and
religious and other specialized institutions (except medical), comprised 22 percent of all higher
education institutions, but employed only 8 percent of all faculty and instructional staff (table 2.1). 

Table 2.2 presents the numbers and percentages of different groups of full- and part-time faculty and
instructional staff.  In 1992, 59 percent of all faculty and instructional staff were employed full time. 



     Part-time replacements for faculty who were on sabbatical were included in the 1988 survey but not in the 199314

survey.
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Temporary full-time faculty comprised 8 percent of all full-time faculty and instructional staff
((29,070 + 19,417)/615,191) and 5 percent of all full-time instructional faculty and staff
(29,070/539,210).

Number and Distribution of Faculty and Instructional Staff

Instructional Faculty and Staff

In the fall of 1992, about 90 percent of faculty and instructional staff employed by institutions of
higher education had instructional duties as their major regular assignment (940,192/1,035,055) (table
2.3).  Of these, 43 percent were employed part time (400,981/940,192).14

Among the institutional categories used in this report, public 2-year institutions employed the largest
percentage of instructional faculty and staff (32.5 percent).  However, public 2-year institutions
employed only 21 percent of full-time instructional faculty and staff, and 48 percent of part-time
instructional faculty and staff (table 2.3).  Public 4-year institutions (including research, doctoral, and
comprehensive) employed 45 percent of the full-time instructional faculty and staff, but only 23
percent of the part-time instructional faculty and staff.

Non-Instructional Faculty

About 9 percent of all faculty and instructional staff did not have instructional responsibilities as their
major regular assignment in the fall of 1992 (94,864/1,035,055).  The vast majority of the non-
instructional faculty were employed full time (80 percent) (75,981/94,864) (table 2.3).

As was the case with instructional faculty and staff, the distribution of non-instructional faculty
varied considerably by type and control of institution.  About 35 percent of non-instructional faculty
were employed in public research institutions; collectively, public 4-year institutions (including
research, doctoral, and comprehensive) employed 57 percent of such faculty.  Public 2-year
institutions employed about 20 percent of the non-instructional faculty (table 2.3). 



7

Table 2.1 — Percentage distribution of higher education institutions and faculty and instructional staff, by type and
control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of institution Higher education institutions Faculty and instructional staff

Number Number

3,188 1,035,055

Percent Percent

All institutions 100.0 100.01

Public research 2.2 14.7

Private research 1.0 5.4

Public doctoral 3.0 8.32

Private doctoral 2.6 5.02

Public comprehensive 10.7 14.6

Private comprehensive 8.2 7.2

Private liberal arts 18.0 5.9

Public 2-year 31.9 31.3

Other 22.4 7.53

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher1

education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

NOTE:  Because of rounding, detail may not add to totals.  Standard errors for each estimate in this table can be found in Table T2.1 of the Technical
Notes.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution
Survey.”
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Table 2.2 — Number and percentage distribution of full- and part-time higher education faculty and instructional
staff, by instructional status (i.e., instructional or non-instructional), by permanent or temporary
status:  Fall 1992

Faculty and instructional staff

Status Number Percent

Total 1,035,055 100

Full-time 615,191 59

  Instructional 539,210 52

    Permanent 510,141 49

    Temporary 29,070 3

  Non-instructional 75,981 7

    Permanent 56,564 5

    Temporary 19,417 2

Part-time 419,864 41

  Instructional 400,981 39

  Non-instructional 18,883 2

NOTE:  Because of rounding, details may not add to totals.  Standard errors for each estimate in this table can be found in Table T2.2 of the Technical
Notes.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution
Survey.”



Table 2.3 — Percentage distribution of higher education faculty and instructional staff by employment status and type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of
institution

Faculty and instructional
staff Instructional faculty and staff Non-instructional faculty

Total Full-time Part-time Total Full-time Part-time

Number Number Number Number Number Number Number

1,035,055 940,192 539,210 400,981 94,864 75,981 18,883

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent

All institutions 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.01

Public research 14.7 12.7 17.6 6.1 34.6 33.9 37.4

Private research 5.4 5.5 6.8 3.7 4.7 4.7 4.8

Public doctoral 8.3 8.2 10.1 5.5 9.5 9.9 8.02

Private doctoral 5.0 5.2 5.7 4.6 2.6 2.9 1.32

Public comprehensive 14.6 14.8 17.5 11.1 12.9 12.8 13.4

Private comprehensive 7.2 7.4 6.2 8.9 5.9 6.3 4.4

Private liberal arts 5.9 6.1 7.1 4.8 3.9 4.3 2.0

Public 2-year 31.3 32.5 20.9 48.0 19.9 18.0 27.6

Other 7.5 7.7 8.0 7.2 6.0 7.2 1.13

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of1

Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

NOTE:  Because of rounding, detail may not add to totals.  Standard errors for each estimate in this table can be found in Table T2.3 of the Technical Notes.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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SECTION 3

FACULTY MOVEMENT

While the previous section described the distribution of all faculty and instructional staff employed by
institutions of higher education, this section and the next focus almost exclusively on a subset of this
group, namely, permanent full-time faculty and instructional staff.  Approximately 55 percent of the
faculty and instructional staff discussed in the previous section were permanent full-time faculty and
instructional staff in 1992 (table 2.2).  This section highlights changes from 1991 to 1992 as reported
by an institutional respondent in the number of permanent full-time faculty and instructional staff
employed by institutions of higher education, and explores the nature of the movement (i.e., left due
to retirement, downsizing, or reasons other than retirement or downsizing) of this group across these
2 years. 

Number of Permanent Full-time Faculty and Instructional Staff and Percentage Change
between Fall 1991 and Fall 1992

Permanent Full-time Instructional Faculty and Staff

Institutions of higher education in the United States reported an increase of about 1 percent in the
number of permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff between the fall of 1991 and the fall of
1992 (table 3.1).

There was some variation in the percentage change in permanent full-time instructional faculty and
staff between the fall of 1991 and the fall of 1992 by type and control of institution.  Among those
showing increases in the percentages of full-time instructional faculty and staff between 1991 and
1992 were private research institutions (2.4 percent), private liberal arts colleges (1.5 percent), and
public 2-year institutions (1.0 percent) (table 3.1).

Permanent Full-time Non-instructional Faculty

Institutions reported an overall increase of 3 percent in the number of permanent full-time non-
instructional faculty between the fall of 1991 and the fall of 1992 (table 3.1).  Public research and
private research institutions experienced a significant percentage increase in this type of faculty (3.5
percent and 5.1 percent) between 1991 and 1992. 
 
Faculty and Instructional Staff Departures and Reasons for Departure from Higher Education
Institutions

Permanent Full-time Instructional Faculty and Staff

Approximately 6 percent of all permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff employed by
institutions of higher education in 1991 left the institution at which they were employed between the
fall of 1991 and the fall of 1992 (table 3.2).  Of those who left during that time, 37 percent retired, 4



     The NSOPF institution questionnaire did not provide the institutional respondent with the opportunity to specify15

what was meant by “other” reasons.  However, obtaining a new job was likely to be a primary “other” reason for
leaving the institution.

     Institutional respondents were asked about changes that had occurred at their institutions in the last 5 years.16
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percent left because of downsizing, and 59 percent left for reasons other than retirement or
downsizing (table 3.2).15

There was some variation in reasons for leaving by type and control of institution.  Lower than
average percentages of permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff in private doctoral, public
research, and private research institutions left due to retirement (22 percent, 31 percent, and 27
percent, respectively, compared to 37 percent overall).  A higher than average proportion of
permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff in public 2-year institutions left due to retirement
(50 percent of those who left).  In all institutions, downsizing was rarely stated as a reason for the
departure of this group of instructional faculty and staff.  Of those who departed, the percentage who
left due to downsizing ranged from less than 1 percent of the 6 percent who left a private research
institution, to 7 percent of the 6 percent who left a public 2-year institution (table 3.2).

Permanent Full-time Non-instructional Faculty

The percentage of permanent full-time non-instructional faculty who left the institution at which they
were employed between the fall of 1991 and the fall of 1992 (7.4 percent) was larger than the
percentage of permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff who left during the same period (6.4
percent) (table 3.2).  Of those permanent full-time non-instructional faculty who departed during this
time, 26 percent retired, 2 percent left as a result of downsizing, and 72 percent left for other
reasons. 

Generally, the type of college or university employing permanent full-time non-instructional faculty
did not affect reasons for leaving.  In all institutions, downsizing accounted for the departure of no
more than an estimated 2 percent of the 7 percent of the permanent full-time non-instructional faculty
who left a higher education institution between 1991 and 1992 (table 3.2).  

Institutions Offering Early or Phased Retirement Options and Faculty and Instructional Staff
Accepting These Options

Permanent Full-time Instructional Faculty and Staff

In the 5 years between 1987 and 1992, 40 percent of all higher education institutions offered early or
phased retirement to permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff.   During that period, 23,25616

permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff took advantage of the offer of early or phased
retirement (table 3.3).
  
There was considerable variation in the percentage of institutions offering early or phased retirement
and the number of permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff accepting this offer by type and
control of institution.  Between two-thirds and three-fourths of public doctoral and public research
institutions offered early or phased retirement to permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff
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between 1987 and 1992.  In contrast, one-third of private liberal arts institutions and about one-half
of public 2-year colleges offered these options (table 3.3).  Of the 23,256 permanent full-time
instructional faculty who accepted early or phased retirement between 1987 and 1992, 32 percent
came from public 2-year institutions (table 3.3).

Permanent Full-time Non-instructional Faculty

In the 5 years between 1987 and 1992, 30 percent of higher education institutions with permanent
full-time non-instructional faculty offered them early or phased retirement; 2,293 of them accepted
the offer (table 3.3).  The percentage of higher education institutions offering early or phased
retirement varied by institutional type and control.  A significantly lower than average percentage of
private liberal arts institutions offered their permanent full-time non-instructional faculty the option of
early or phased retirement (7.3 percent).  In contrast, a significantly higher than average percentage
of public institutions (including research, doctoral, comprehensive, and 2-year) offered their
permanent full-time non-instructional faculty the option of early or phased retirement (59.2, 53.0,
48.1, and 52.6 percent, respectively) (table 3.3).  Of the permanent full-time non-instructional
faculty who accepted early or phased retirement between 1987 and 1992, 30 percent were employed
by public research institutions and another 24 percent were employed by public 2-year institutions
(table 3.3).  Public institutions appear to use early or phased retirement to reduce faculty
appointments to a greater extent than private institutions.
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Table 3.1 — Percentage change between the fall of 1991 and the fall of 1992 in the number of permanent full-time higher
education faculty and instructional staff, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of institution 1992

Permanent full-time instructional Permanent full-time non-
faculty and staff instructional faculty

Percent change between 1991 and 1992 Percent change between 1991 and

All institutions 0.6 3.11

Public research 0.1 3.5

Private research 2.4 5.1

Public doctoral 0.7 1.62

Private doctoral 1.2 1.52

Public comprehensive -0.1 0.4

Private comprehensive 0.6 4.7

Private liberal arts 1.5 3.8

Public 2-year 1.0 2.2

Other -0.2 7.83

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher1

education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

NOTE:  Standard errors for each estimate in this table can be found in Table T3.1 of the Technical Notes.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution
Survey.”
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Table 3.2 — Percentage of permanent full-time higher education faculty and instructional staff who left institutions
of higher education between 1991 and 1992, by reason for leaving and type and control of institution:  Fall
1992

Type and control of institutions staff: 1991 Percent who left

Permanent full-
time 

instructional
faculty and

Permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff 

Of those who left, percentage distribution of reason for
departure

Retirement Downsizing Other

All institutions 506,984 6.4 37 4 591

Public research  86,058 5.8 31 2 67

Private research  32,575 6.2 27 <1 73

Public doctoral  51,156 8.0 32 4 642

Private doctoral  28,039 6.1 22 2 762

Public comprehensive  88,354 7.0 44 3 54

Private comprehensive  31,579 6.6 38 3 59

Private liberal arts  36,471 6.7 27 5 67

Public 2-year 109,664 5.7 50 7 43

Other  43,088 6.1 35 6 593

Type and control of institutions faculty: 1991 Percent who left Retirement Downsizing Other

Permanent full-
time non-

instructional

Permanent full-time non-instructional faculty  

Of those who left, percentage distribution of reason for
departure

All institutions 54,887 7.4 26 2 724

Public research  14,955 6.7 26 2 72

Private research  2,840 9.5 13 <1 87

Public doctoral  6,189 8.3 22 2 762

Private doctoral  1,715 4.5 14 2 842

Public comprehensive  8,129 9.4 30 2 68

Private comprehensive  2,544 5.2 31 <1 69

Private liberal arts  2,974 7.6 30 <1 70

Public 2-year 10,511 6.4 38 2 60

Other  5,032 7.9 15 <1 853

t a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that gran             1

education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with permanent full-time non-instructional faculty that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or4

higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.

NOTE:  Because of rounding, detail may not add to totals.  Standard errors for each estimate in this table can be found in Table T3.2 of the Technical
Notes.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution
Survey.”
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Table 3.3 — Percentage of higher education institutions offering early or phased retirement between 1987 and 1992 and
percentage distribution of permanent full-time faculty and instructional staff accepting early or phased
retirement between 1987 and 1992, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of institution

Permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff 

Higher education institutions offering early or Faculty who took early or phased retirement between
phased retirement between 1987 and 1992 1987 and 1992

Number Number

3,142 23,256

Percent Percent

All institutions 39.7 100.01

Public research 77.0 14.5

Private research 70.4 3.0

Public doctoral 65.8 9.82

Private doctoral 44.8 2.42

Public comprehensive 54.4 19.4

Private comprehensive 55.2 4.6

Private liberal arts 32.8 5.9

Public 2-year 48.7 32.1

Other 10.6 8.13

Type and control of institution

Permanent full-time non-instructional faculty

Higher education institutions offering early or Faculty who took early or phased retirement between
phased retirement between 1987 and 1992 1987 and 1992

Number Number

1,881 2,293

Percent Percent

All institutions 30.3 100.04

Public research 59.2 30.1

Private research 31.3 1.4

Public doctoral 53.0 12.22

Private doctoral 20.2 0.62

Public comprehensive 48.1 19.8

Private comprehensive 20.3 5.8

Private liberal arts 7.3 4.6

Public 2-year 52.6 24.0

Other 7.4 1.53

t a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that gran             1

education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with permanent full-time non-instructional faculty that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or4

higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.

NOTE:  Because of rounding, detail may not add to totals.  Standard errors for each estimate in this table can be found in Table T3.3 of the Technical
Notes.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution
Survey.”



     Even though the estimates indicate that 100 percent of public research, private research, public doctoral, and17

public comprehensive institutions had tenure systems for their permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff, the
reader is reminded that the estimates in this report are derived from a sample and are subject to sampling error and
nonresponse.  Therefore, it is possible that some public research, private research, public doctoral, and public
comprehensive institutions did not have a tenure system for their permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff in
the fall of 1992.  See the Technical Notes for a discussion of the sample design, the survey methodology, the weight
calculations, and the accuracy of the estimates.
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SECTION 4

THE TENURE SYSTEM

Often the focus of intense debate in higher education, tenure systems, nonetheless, remain common in
most types of colleges and universities.  This section focuses on tenure systems and tenured faculty in
different types of higher education institutions.  It includes an examination of institutions with tenure
systems, and the percentages of tenured permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff and
tenured permanent full-time non-instructional faculty.  It also examines the percentages of institutions
that limit time on a tenure track and the prevalence of specific actions related to the tenure system in
the 5 years prior to the survey.

Tenure Systems and Faculty Tenure

Permanent Full-Time Instructional Faculty and Staff

In the fall of 1992, tenure systems for full-time instructional faculty and staff existed in 71 percent of
all higher education institutions.  Virtually all  public research, private research, public doctoral, and17

public comprehensive institutions had tenure systems for this group of instructional faculty and staff. 
In contrast, only 66 percent of public 2-year institutions had tenure systems (table 4.1).

In the fall of 1992, 58 percent of all permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff had tenure
(table 4.1).  Another 24 percent of this group of instructional faculty and staff were on a tenure track,
but not tenured in the fall of 1992.  For most types of institutions, 80 percent or more of permanent
full-time instructional faculty and staff had tenure or were on a tenure track.  The exceptions were
public 2-year institutions and “other” types of institutions where only 66 and 63 percent, respectively,
of the permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff had tenure or were on a tenure track (table
4.1).

Permanent Full-Time Non-Instructional Faculty

In 1992, permanent full-time non-instructional faculty were employed by 1,881 institutions; 47
percent of these institutions had tenure systems for this group of faculty (table 4.1).  While 58
percent of all permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff had tenure and another 24 percent
were on a tenure track in 1992, only 23 percent of permanent full-time non-instructional faculty had
tenure and 7 percent were on a tenure track, but not tenured.



18

There was considerable variation across institutional types in the percent of institutions that had a
tenure system for their permanent non-instructional faculty and in the percent of permanent full-time
non-instructional faculty who were tenured or on a tenure track.  The percent of institutions with a
tenure system for permanent non-instructional faculty ranged from 20 percent of private doctoral
institutions to 70 percent of public comprehensive institutions.  The percent of permanent non-
instructional faculty with tenure or on a tenure track ranged from only about 5 percent in private
research institutions to about 50 percent in public 2-year institutions (table 4.1).

Number of Permanent Full-Time Faculty and Instructional Staff Considered for and Granted
Tenure

Permanent Full-Time Instructional Faculty and Staff

During the 1992-93 academic year, 20 percent of permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff
who were on a tenure track were considered for tenure.  Of those considered, 73 percent were
granted tenure (table 4.2).  There was little variation in the percent of permanent full-time
instructional faculty and staff granted tenure by institutional type.  One exception was the smaller
than average percent of such faculty in public comprehensive institutions who were granted tenure
(61 percent) (table 4.2).

Permanent Full-Time Non-Instructional Faculty

In 1992, 13 percent of permanent full-time non-instructional faculty who were on a tenure track were
considered for tenure; tenure was granted to 89 percent of those considered for tenure (table 4.2).

Institutions That Limit Time on Tenure Track and the Maximum Number of Years Allowable
on Tenure Track

Permanent Full-Time Instructional Faculty and Staff

In 1992, 83 percent of the 2,240 institutions of higher education with tenure systems limited the time
that permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff could spend on a tenure track (table 4.3).  

Of those institutions that imposed limitations, 22 percent specified less than 5 years as the maximum
amount of time permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff were allowed to remain on a tenure
track without achieving tenure; 10 percent specified 5 years; 30 percent specified 6 years; 34 percent
specified 7 years; and only 5 percent specified over 7 years (table 4.3).

There was variation across institutional types in the distribution of maximum number of years that
permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff were allowed to remain on a tenure track.  The
majority of colleges and universities in most types of institutions limited the amount of time on a
tenure track to either 6 or 7 years and very few had limitations of less than 5 or greater than 7 years. 
Exceptions included public 2-year institutions, where 61 percent of institutions limited time on a
tenure track to under 5 years; and private research and other institutions, where 30 and 26 percent,
respectively, had limits of greater than 7 years (table 4.3).

Permanent Full-Time Non-Instructional Faculty



     A review of all verbatim responses indicates that the 'other' actions taken most often for full-time permanent18

instructional faculty and staff involved downsizing, redefining positions as non-tenured, and offering early retirement
incentives.

     A review of all verbatim responses indicates that the 'other' actions taken most often for full-time permanent19

non-instructional faculty and staff involved downsizing, redefining positions as non-tenured, and offering early
retirement incentives.
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In 1992, 76 percent of the institutions with tenure systems for permanent full-time non-instructional
faculty limited the time that these faculty could spend on a tenure track.  A substantial percentage of
institutions (31.4 percent) limited time on a tenure track to less than 5 years, although one-half of
institutions had time limits of 6 or 7 years (22.9 and 28.0 percent, respectively) (table 4.3).  Two-
thirds of public 2-year institutions with tenure systems limited the time on tenure track to less than 5
years for their permanent full-time non-instructional faculty.  Forty percent of private research
institutions limited time spent on a tenure track to 5 years, while another 40 percent of private
research institutions limited time spent on tenure track to 6 or 7 years.  Additionally, about one-half
of private doctoral institutions with tenure systems had limits that exceeded 7 years (table 4.3).

Institutions That Have Taken Specified Actions Related to Tenure

Permanent Full-Time Instructional Faculty and Staff

A number of institutions took specific actions related to tenure in the five years preceding the survey. 
These included replacing tenured positions with fixed-term positions, raising tenure standards, and
taking other actions designed to lower the percent of tenured full-time instructional faculty and staff.  18

Specifically, 23 percent of all institutions with tenure systems for permanent full-time instructional
faculty and staff made the standards for granting tenure to this group of faculty and staff more
stringent between the fall of 1987 and the fall of 1992.  Additionally, 18 percent replaced some
tenured or tenure-track permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff positions with fixed-term
contract positions during this time period.  Finally, 8 percent took other actions designed to lower the
percent of tenured permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff (table 4.4).

Permanent Full-Time Non-Instructional Faculty

Between the fall of 1987 and the fall of 1992, 17 percent of all institutions employing full-time non-
instructional faculty made the standards for granting tenure to this group of faculty more stringent. 
Further, 6 percent of the institutions replaced some tenured or tenure-track permanent full-time non-
instructional faculty positions with fixed-term contract positions and 7 percent took other actions
designed to lower the percent of tenured permanent full-time non-instructional faculty during this time
period  (table 4.4).19

A significantly higher than average proportion of public doctoral institutions replaced some tenured or
tenure-track permanent full-time non-instructional faculty positions with fixed-term positions (34
percent compared with 6 percent for all institutions).  In addition, public research institutions were
twice as likely as all institutions (14 percent versus 7 percent) to have taken other actions between
1987 and 1992 to limit the percent of tenured permanent full-time non-instructional faculty (table
4.4).
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Table 4.1 — Percentage of institutions with tenure systems for permanent full-time faculty and instructional staff and
percentage with tenure, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of
institution

Number of
institutions with

permanent full-time
instructional

faculty and staff

Permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff

Percent of Percent of faculty Percent of faculty not
institutions with on tenure track in on tenure track or no
tenure systems 1992 tenure system in 1992

Percent of faculty
tenured in 1992

All institutions 3,142 71.3 57.6 23.6 18.81

Public research 70 100.0 68.8 21.0 10.2

Private research 32 100.0 55.9 30.5 13.6

Public doctoral 94 100.0 57.9 26.1 16.02

Private doctoral 82 91.9 50.7 32.9 16.42

Public comprehensive 341 100.0 67.6 28.1 4.3

Private comprehensive 262 85.3 54.1 29.5 16.4

Private liberal arts 573 79.9 47.5 33.5 19.0

Public 2-year 1,012 66.0 52.5 13.9 33.6

Other 676 41.1 45.3 17.4 37.33

Type and control of
institution

Number of
institutions with

permanent full-time
non-instructional

faculty

Permanent full-time non-instructional faculty

Percent of Percent of faculty Percent of faculty not
institutions with on tenure track in on tenure track or no
tenure systems 1992 tenure system in 1992

Percent of faculty
tenured in 1992

All institutions 1,881 47.0 22.7 6.7 70.64

Public research 57 57.1 18.9 4.6 76.5

Private research 18 33.3 3.4 1.4 95.2

Public doctoral 62 53.0 14.6 4.2 81.22

Private doctoral 52 19.6 8.5 0.7 90.82

Public comprehensive 235 71.3 33.1 12.6 54.3

Private comprehensive 175 50.3 18.1 8.6 73.3

Private liberal arts 321 40.3 8.3 12.4 79.3

Public 2-year 539 62.0 39.1 8.7 52.2

Other 421 19.7 20.3 3.4 76.33

t a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that gran             1

education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with permanent full-time non-instructional faculty that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or4

higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.

NOTE:  Because of rounding, detail may not add to totals.  Standard errors for each estimate in this table can be found in Table T4.1 of the Technical
Notes.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution
Survey.”
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Table 4.2 — Percentage of permanent full-time faculty and instructional staff considered for tenure and of those
considered, the percentage who were granted tenure during the 1992-93 academic year, by type and control of
institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of institution

Percent of 1992 permanent full-time Percent of 1992 permanent full-time
tenure track instructional faculty and instructional faculty and staff

staff considered for tenure considered for tenure who were granted
tenure

All institutions 19.8 73.41

Public research 22.2 79.6

Private research 8.8 74.6

Public doctoral 17.5 74.12

Private doctoral 12.7 75.92

Public comprehensive 22.3 61.0

Private comprehensive 22.0 74.3

Private liberal arts 15.0 71.9

Public 2-year 26.7 78.3

Other 24.1 83.83

Type and control of institution tenure track non-instructional faculty instructional faculty considered for
Percent of 1992 permanent full-time Percent of 1992 permanent full-time non-

considered for tenure tenure who were granted tenure

All institutions 12.8 88.74

Public research 7.1 90.7

Private research 5.6 100.0

Public doctoral 15.3 88.62

Private doctoral 20.0 100.02

Public comprehensive 13.2 89.5

Private comprehensive 7.4 89.7

Private liberal arts 0.6 0.0

Public 2-year 23.3 87.5

Other 10.0 100.03

t a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that gran             1

education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with permanent full-time non-instructional faculty that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or4

higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.

NOTE:  Standard errors for each estimate in this table can be found in Table T4.2 of the Technical Notes.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution
Survey.”
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Table 4.3 — Percentage of institutions that limit time on tenure track for permanent full-time faculty and
instructional staff and percentage distribution of the maximum number of years on a tenure track without
tenure, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of
institution

Permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff

Number of Percent of Institutions with time limits of:
institutions institutions
with tenure that limit

systems time on tenure
track

<5 years 5 years 6 years 7 years >7 years

All institutions 2,240 82.8 21.6 9.6 29.6 34.0 5.21

Public research 70 98.3 1.7 1.7 35.6 50.8 10.2

Private research 32 100.0 0.0 3.7 14.8 51.9 29.6

Public doctoral 94 92.9 3.0 1.3 44.9 47.5 3.32

Private doctoral 76 69.3 2.2 3.9 29.2 52.0 12.72

Public comprehensive 341 88.6 0.6 15.5 43.9 37.9 2.1

Private comprehensive 223 77.0 5.0 4.5 35.9 51.9 2.7

Private liberal arts 458 72.9 0.0 6.1 39.4 54.5 0.0

Public 2-year 668 89.5 61.4 12.4 12.0 13.2 1.0

Other 278 75.4 8.9 11.3 32.0 22.2 25.63

Type and control of
institution

Permanent full-time non-instructional faculty

Number of Percent of Institutions with time limits of:
institutions institutions
with tenure that limit

systems time on tenure
track

<5 years 5 years 6 years 7 years >7 years

All institutions 884 76.3 31.4 9.7 22.9 28.0 8.04

Public research  33 96.4 0.0 11.1 29.6 44.4 14.8

Private research  6 100.0 20.0 40.0 20.0 20.0 0.0

Public doctoral  33 80.6 0.0 4.4 59.3 31.9 4.42

Private doctoral  10 88.5 0.0 0.0 13.0 38.9 48.12

Public comprehensive 168 83.7 7.3 16.0 40.3 30.9 5.4

Private comprehensive  88 76.0 0.0 11.5 39.0 45.1 4.4

Private liberal arts 129 46.3 30.1 0.0 43.0 26.8 0.0

Public 2-year 334 80.6 66.9 10.4 6.9 15.8 0.0

Other  83 78.1 3.5 0.0 0.0 45.4 51.03

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher education1

level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with permanent full-time non-instructional faculty that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher4

degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.

NOTE:  Because of rounding, detail may not add to totals.  Standard errors for each estimate in this table can be found in Table T4.3 of the Technical Notes.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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Table 4.4 — Percentage of higher education institutions that took specific actions related to tenure during the past
five years, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of Number of institutions Percent of institutions that have:
institution with tenure systems

Permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff

Replaced tenured with fixed- Raised tenure
term positions standards Taken other actions

All institutions 2,240 18.0 22.7 8.11

Public research 70 26.7 18.3 13.3

Private research 32 33.3 33.3 22.2

Public doctoral 94 33.4 20.7 13.92

Private doctoral 76 14.6 27.7 7.82

Public comprehensive 341 30.4 25.9 10.1

Private comprehensive 223 20.8 23.1 16.0

Private liberal arts 458 12.7 11.7 2.8

Public 2-year 668 15.0 29.6 6.7

Other 278 8.6 19.6 6.83

Type and control of Number of institutions Percent of institutions that have:
institution with tenure systems

Permanent full-time non-instructional faculty

Replaced tenured with fixed- Raised tenure
term positions standards Taken other actions

All institutions 884 5.7 17.0 7.24

Public research 33 10.7 17.9 14.3

Private research 6 0.0 20.0 0.0

Public doctoral 33 34.2 13.7 10.32

Private doctoral 10 0.0 11.5 0.02

Public comprehensive 168 9.1 15.2 9.3

Private comprehensive 88 7.1 8.1 17.3

Private liberal arts 129 4.9 9.4 0.0

Public 2-year 334 2.3 27.7 7.4

Other 83 0.0 0.0 0.03

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher education1

level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with permanent full-time non-instructional faculty that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher4

degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.

NOTE:  Standard errors for each estimate in this table can be found in Table T4.4 of the Technical Notes.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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SECTION 5

FACULTY BENEFITS

Institutions of higher education typically offer faculty a variety of employee benefits.  These might
include retirement plans, medical insurance, dental insurance, other health-related assistance, tuition
remission or grants for family members, child care, and many other options.  This section examines
the array of benefits that different higher education institutions provide to different groups of faculty
and instructional staff.
  
Retirement Plans

Permanent Full-time Instructional Faculty and Staff

Virtually all institutions (97 percent) that employed permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff
offered some sort of retirement plan to them in 1992 (table 5.1).  Seventy-two percent made the
Teachers Insurance and Annuity Association/College Retirement Equities Fund (TIAA/CREF)
available to this type of faculty.  Forty-five percent offered state plans, 44 percent offered “other
403B plans,” and 15 percent made 401K or 401B plans available to staff.

There was little variation in the retirement plans offered by type and control of institution, except for
public 2-year institutions and “other” institutions.  About 85 percent of institutions that employed
permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff offered them TIAA/CREF.  Three-fourths or more
of public institutions (including research, doctoral, comprehensive, and 2-year) that employed
permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff offered a state retirement plan, while (not
surprisingly) very few of such private institutions (including research, doctoral, comprehensive, and
liberal arts) offered this type of benefit (table 5.1).  

Permanent Full-time Non-instructional Faculty

Similar to permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff, almost all higher education institutions
that employed permanent full-time non-instructional faculty (95 percent) offered them some sort of
retirement plan (table 5.2).  Again, TIAA/CREF was the most frequently offered retirement plan (72
percent of all institutions offered this benefit to permanent full-time non-instructional faculty). 
Additionally, the vast majority of public institutions (including research, doctoral, comprehensive,
and 2-year) that employed permanent full-time non-instructional faculty made a state retirement plan
available to them.

Part-time Instructional Faculty and Staff

Institutions of higher education were considerably less likely to offer a retirement plan to part-time
instructional faculty and staff than to either permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff or
permanent full-time non-instructional faculty (tables 5.1 through 5.3).  Forty-three percent of all
institutions that employed part-time instructional faculty and staff offered some type of retirement
plan to this type of faculty in 1992 (table 5.3).  The most frequently offered retirement plans were



     Public institutions include research, doctoral, comprehensive, and 2-year; private institutions include research,20

doctoral, and liberal arts.
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TIAA/CREF and state retirement plans (24.6 and 22.9 percent of higher education institutions,
respectively, made these benefits available).  

There was variation in the availability of different retirement plans by type and control of institution. 
To illustrate, less than one-third of private comprehensive, private liberal arts, and public 2-year
institutions that employed part-time instructional faculty and staff offered TIAA/CREF to this type of
faculty.  In contrast, 69 percent of such private research institutions offered TIAA/CREF to this
group of instructional faculty and staff (table 5.3).

Other Employee Benefits

Permanent Full-time Faculty and Instructional Staff

Medical insurance or medical care and life insurance were the most common benefits offered to
permanent full-time faculty (i.e., instructional or noninstructional) and instructional staff by
institutions of higher education in 1992 (tables 5.4 and 5.6).  Almost all institutions that employed
permanent full-time faculty and instructional staff offered these benefits (99 and 94 percent,
respectively).  At the other extreme, only about 20 percent of these higher education institutions
made housing or mortgage assistance available to their permanent full-time faculty and instructional
staff (tables 5.4 and 5.6).
  
Institutions differed with regard to the specific benefits offered to permanent full-time faculty and
instructional staff.  Tuition remission or grants, for example, whether available to a faculty member's
spouse or children, were far more common in private institutions than in public institutions.   The20

availability of child care ranged from about 10 percent of private liberal arts institutions to about 60
percent of research (public or private) institutions (tables 5.4 and 5.6).
  

Temporary Full-time Faculty and Instructional Staff

Institutions that employed temporary full-time faculty (instructional or noninstructional) and
instructional staff were less likely to offer them the benefits provided to permanent full-time faculty
and instructional staff (tables 5.4 through 5.7).  To illustrate, about one-third to one-half of the
institutions that employed temporary full-time faculty and instructional staff made some form of
medical insurance or medical care, disability insurance, or dental insurance or dental care available to
these faculty (tables 5.5 and 5.7), while more than three-fourths of the institutions that employed
permanent full-time faculty and instructional staff made similar benefits available to their permanent
faculty (tables 5.4 and 5.6).

Part-time Instructional Faculty and Staff

Part-time instructional faculty and staff were less likely than permanent full-time instructional faculty
and staff or permanent full-time non-instructional faculty to be offered any of the benefits listed in the
survey (tables 5.4, 5.6, and 5.8).  Medical insurance or medical care and a transportation or parking
subsidy were the most common benefits offered to part-time instructional faculty and staff (table 5.8).
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Eligibility Criteria for Part-time Instructional Faculty and Staff

Of the 3,091 institutions of higher education that employed part-time faculty and instructional staff in
the fall of 1992, 35 percent (1,094) indicated that part-time faculty had to meet certain criteria to be
eligible for benefits (table 5.9).  About one-quarter (26.6 percent) of these higher education
institutions used minimum hours employed per week at the institution as a criterion for benefit
eligibility.  Thirty-nine percent of all part-time instructional faculty and staff met this minimum hour
criterion.  The average number of minimum hours specified was 16.

Public research institutions were more likely than the average institution to require a minimum
number of hours for part-time staff to be eligible for benefits in the fall of 1992; 69 percent of these
institutions had this requirement.  Public 2-year colleges were less likely than average to set this
standard with 21 percent of all such institutions using a minimum number of hours as a criterion for
benefit eligibility for part-time instructional faculty and staff (table 5.9).

The average number of hours used as a minimum ranged from 14 in private doctoral institutions to 19
in private liberal arts institutions (table 5.9).  The percent of part-time instructional faculty and staff
meeting this criterion varied from 21 percent in private comprehensive institutions to 62 percent in
private doctoral institutions.

In the fall of 1992, 17 percent of all institutions that employed part-time instructional faculty and staff
used a minimum length of employment to determine their eligibility for benefits (table 5.9).  About
one-half of such public research institutions used this criterion to determine eligibility, but only 23
percent of private research institutions used this as a standard.  The minimum length of employment
required for part-time instructional faculty and staff to be eligible for benefits exceeded 1 academic
year in 6 percent of higher education institutions; 41 percent of all part-time faculty met this criterion
(table 5.9).
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Table 5.1 — Percentage of higher education institutions offering specified retirement plans to any permanent full-
time instructional faculty and staff, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of
institution

Institutions
with permanent

full-time
instructional
faculty/staff

Retirement plans

Any
retirement TIAA/CREF Other 403B State plan

plan

401K or Other
401B retirement

All institutions 3,142 96.8 72.4 44.1 44.9 15.3 28.01

Public research 70 100.0 90.0 81.7 75.0 25.0 40.0

Private research 32 100.0 92.6 74.1 3.7 11.1 25.9

Public doctoral 94 100.0 91.0 80.6 87.3 14.5 27.82

Private doctoral 82 100.0 86.5 64.6 2.4 6.7 31.12

Public comprehensive 341 100.0 86.8 64.3 85.5 18.3 35.3

Private comprehensive 262 100.0 96.1 52.7 1.6 14.7 16.0

Private liberal arts 573 97.4 88.4 41.4 3.3 15.3 29.2

Public 2-year 1,012 99.8 53.6 39.3 87.2 16.0 25.9

Other 676 87.8 63.3 27.0 11.4 13.3 29.53

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher1

education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

NOTE:  Standard errors for each estimate in this table can be found in Table T5.1 of the Technical Notes.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution
Survey.”
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Table 5.2 — Percentage of higher education institutions offering specified retirement plans to any permanent full-
time non-instructional faculty, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of
institution

Institutions
with permanent
full-time non-
instructional

faculty

Retirement plans

Any
retirement TIAA/CREF Other 403B State plan

plan

401K or Other
401B retirement

All institutions 1,881 94.6 71.8 48.3 42.0 15.3 25.91

Public research 57 100.0 81.6 81.6 77.6 22.4 38.8

Private research 18 93.3 86.7 80.0 0.0 13.3 20.0

Public doctoral 62 100.0 88.7 83.6 86.3 17.8 32.92

Private doctoral 52 100.0 78.7 57.2 0.0 4.5 39.22

Public comprehensive 235 100.0 86.7 61.8 81.9 17.2 32.6

Private comprehensive 175 100.0 94.2 44.0 0.0 18.6 14.9

Private liberal arts 321 97.1 81.8 49.9 1.3 19.4 24.5

Public 2-year 539 99.6 61.4 43.0 86.0 15.8 28.4

Other 421 78.8 54.5 35.9 7.7 9.2 20.53

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with permanent full-time non-instructional faculty that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or1

higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

NOTE:  Standard errors for each estimate in this table can be found in Table T5.2 of the Technical Notes.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution
Survey.”
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Table 5.3 — Percentage of higher education institutions offering specified retirement plans to any part-time
instructional faculty and staff, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of with part-time
institution instructional

Institutions

faculty/staff

Retirement plans

Any
retirement TIAA/CREF Other 403B State plan

plan

401K or Other
401B retirement

All institutions 3,091 42.5 24.6 16.7 22.9 4.4 10.31

Public research 71 77.0 63.9 63.9 62.3 18.0 24.6

Private research 30 73.1 69.2 65.4 7.7 7.7 7.7

Public doctoral 94 73.7 59.5 48.5 60.5 9.0 14.52

Private doctoral 79 46.9 41.4 32.4 3.9 1.5 8.42

Public comprehensive 339 58.3 37.2 28.9 47.0 6.9 17.6

Private comprehensive 257 31.2 23.9 16.9 0.0 5.5 2.3

Private liberal arts 525 31.3 31.3 12.5 0.0 3.7 2.2

Public 2-year 1,005 48.7 14.5 12.1 40.9 4.7 12.8

Other 691 29.0 15.6 7.4 4.7 1.3 10.43

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with part-time instructional faculty and staff that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher1

degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

NOTE:  Standard errors for each estimate in this table can be found in Table T5.3 of the Technical Notes.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution
Survey.”
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Table 5.4 — Percentage of higher education institutions offering specified benefits to any permanent full-time
instructional faculty and staff, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of
institution

Institutions
with permanent

full-time
instructional
faculty/staff

Benefits

Wellness Dental Tuition Tuition
program or insurance Life remission/ remission/

health or dental insurance grants for grants for
promotion care spouse children

Medical Disability
insurance or insurance Child care
medical care program

All institutions 3,142 43.3 99.3 80.9 90.5 93.8 67.5 69.4 29.41

Public research 70 65.0 100.0 95.0 98.3 98.3 40.0 48.3 60.0

Private research 32 70.4 100.0 88.9 100.0 100.0 74.1 96.3 59.3

Public doctoral 94 72.6 100.0 95.1 97.5 98.8 42.0 49.4 48.52

Private doctoral 82 42.6 100.0 94.3 94.7 88.4 87.6 92.8 35.32

Public comprehensive 341 48.5 99.0 87.0 93.0 98.3 44.8 44.3 45.2

Private comprehensive 262 43.1 100.0 80.2 100.0 97.0 100.0 100.0 20.8

Private liberal arts 573 42.0 100.0 72.1 96.6 91.7 91.4 98.8 18.0

Public 2-year 1,012 46.2 99.7 92.5 88.9 96.2 58.6 55.7 38.6

Other 676 30.0 97.6 62.8 80.1 87.5 62.8 66.8 12.73

Type and control of
institution

Institutions
with permanent

full-time
instructional
faculty/staff

Benefits (continued)

Housing/ Maternity Paternity insurance “Cafeteria-
mortgage leave leave for style”Meals tation/

Transpor-

parking

Medical

retirees

All institutions 3,142 16.9 16.7 56.8 83.2 61.0 66.7 27.81

Public research 70 18.3 8.3 76.7 90.0 75.0 95.0 25.0

Private research 32 48.1 18.5 81.5 92.6 77.8 77.8 18.5

Public doctoral 94 3.7 17.0 79.9 89.8 83.6 85.8 34.02

Private doctoral 82 10.9 6.7 53.5 87.0 48.6 67.4 36.82

Public comprehensive 341 8.2 13.9 71.2 87.4 66.1 87.9 24.8

Private comprehensive 262 4.3 12.1 59.4 93.5 66.1 55.0 19.4

Private liberal arts 573 26.8 30.0 63.9 86.1 58.6 55.5 40.5

Public 2-year 1,012 4.4 7.5 51.9 88.6 69.6 82.9 27.4

Other 676 37.5 24.6 44.0 63.9 42.0 39.7 21.23

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher education1

level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

NOTE:  Standard errors for each estimate in this table can be found in Table T5.4 of the Technical Notes.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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Table 5.5 — Percentage of higher education institutions offering specified benefits to any temporary full-time
instructional faculty and staff, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of full-time
institution instructional

Institutions
with temporary

faculty and
staff

Benefits

Wellness Dental Tuition Tuition
program or insurance Life remission/ remission/

health or dental insurance grants for grants for
promotion care spouse children

Medical Disability
insurance or insurance Child care
medical care program

All institutions 3,133 25.7 45.2 38.1 38.8 38.1 24.9 24.0 19.51

Public research 70 41.7 71.7 61.7 60.0 60.0 23.3 21.7 38.3

Private research 30 57.7 73.1 61.5 61.5 61.5 38.5 50.0 38.5

Public doctoral 94 53.7 62.7 60.2 47.3 56.5 24.7 22.6 37.12

Private doctoral 78 19.5 49.8 43.8 40.8 36.1 39.3 36.3 10.52

Public comprehensive 337 43.5 70.5 60.8 60.3 61.3 22.4 20.3 37.2

Private comprehensive 258 20.5 48.3 34.7 39.4 38.7 38.2 35.9 9.0

Private liberal arts 548 18.2 47.1 27.7 38.6 34.6 27.4 28.4 13.2

Public 2-year 1,002 31.5 55.3 49.7 46.9 46.7 31.2 29.0 28.1

Other 714 10.8 9.9 13.7 12.9 12.4 8.6 8.8 3.63

Type and control of full-time
institution instructional

Institutions
with temporary

faculty and
staff

Benefits (continued)

Housing/ Maternity Paternity insurance “Cafeteria-
mortgage leave leave for style”Meals tation/

Transpor-

parking

Medical

retirees

All institutions 3,133 2.7 7.0 34.1 32.2 26.7 20.2 11.21

Public research 70 8.3 6.7 63.3 56.7 53.3 45.0 13.3

Private research 30 15.4 7.7 61.5 46.2 42.3 30.8 11.5

Public doctoral 94 2.5 12.0 64.8 44.8 43.6 32.1 20.12

Private doctoral 78 3.0 1.5 24.0 22.5 18.0 7.5 6.02

Public comprehensive 337 2.3 8.8 63.0 54.7 48.9 45.5 15.7

Private comprehensive 258 3.0 8.5 35.7 32.9 26.1 7.8 8.7

Private liberal arts 548 5.8 13.3 34.5 21.6 12.1 9.7 10.6

Public 2-year 1,002 1.4 3.1 34.4 43.9 36.7 30.1 14.4

Other 714 1.1 6.1 12.2 9.5 8.9 3.8 5.33

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with temporary full-time instructional faculty and staff that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher1

degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

NOTE:  Standard errors for each estimate in this table can be found in Table T5.5 of the Technical Notes.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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Table 5.6 — Percentage of higher education institutions offering specified benefits to any permanent full-time non-
instructional faculty, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of
institution

Institutions
with permanent
full-time non-
instructional

faculty

Benefits

Wellness Dental Tuition Tuition
program or insurance Life remission/ remission/

health or dental insurance grants for grants for
promotion care spouse children

Medical Disability
insurance or insurance Child care
medical care program

All institutions 1,881 43.9 98.7 80.0 88.4 93.5 68.7 69.3 27.11

Public research 57 63.3 100.0 95.9 98.0 100.0 36.7 46.9 57.1

Private research 18 73.3 100.0 86.7 100.0 100.0 80.0 86.7 60.0

Public doctoral 62 67.6 100.0 98.1 96.2 100.0 48.4 48.8 48.82

Private doctoral 52 58.7 100.0 91.0 91.7 100.0 83.4 85.7 41.32

Public comprehensive 235 51.1 99.2 87.1 91.4 97.6 41.3 39.8 49.2

Private comprehensive 175 41.3 100.0 79.7 100.0 98.4 97.8 100.0 20.9

Private liberal arts 321 33.4 100.0 73.1 93.9 93.4 95.3 100.0 10.1

Public 2-year 539 50.2 99.7 92.7 90.8 95.7 66.0 61.0 35.3

Other 421 31.8 95.2 58.8 71.4 83.5 60.3 63.4 9.63

Type and control of
institution

Institutions
with permanent
full-time non-
instructional

faculty

Benefits (continued)

Housing/ Maternity Paternity insurance “Cafeteria-
mortgage leave leave for style”Meals tation/

Transpor-

parking

Medical

retirees

All institutions 1,881 19.3 19.8 56.4 80.1 59.3 64.2 28.61

Public research 57 18.4 10.2 81.6 85.7 75.5 95.9 20.4

Private research 18 20.0 6.7 86.7 93.3 80.0 73.3 20.0

Public doctoral 62 8.0 23.9 82.2 86.8 79.3 84.5 32.92

Private doctoral 52 13.5 10.6 72.9 86.4 44.9 48.8 42.12

Public comprehensive 235 8.7 14.0 78.2 89.6 71.1 90.5 28.4

Private comprehensive 175 4.1 12.4 53.4 90.9 62.2 56.3 26.1

Private liberal arts 321 24.2 29.7 49.2 72.7 47.8 55.7 48.3

Public 2-year 539 3.3 6.7 56.8 86.9 72.8 78.8 21.0

Other 421 50.9 37.7 39.8 64.2 38.9 35.0 23.63

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with permanent full-time non-instructional faculty that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher1

degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

NOTE:  Standard errors for each estimate in this table can be found in Table T5.6 of the Technical Notes.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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Table 5.7 — Percentage of higher education institutions offering specified benefits to any temporary full-time non-
instructional faculty, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of
institution

Institutions
with temporary
full-time non-
instructional

faculty

Benefits

Wellness Dental Tuition Tuition
program or insurance Life remission/ remission/

health or dental insurance grants for grants for
promotion care spouse children

Medical Disability
insurance or insurance Child care
medical care program

All institutions 1,803 23.7 38.5 35.7 33.0 33.6 22.8 23.0 16.61

Public research 55 34.0 63.8 55.3 55.3 59.6 19.1 17.0 29.8

Private research 18 60.0 53.3 60.0 53.3 53.3 40.0 46.7 46.7

Public doctoral 65 48.0 57.0 57.0 51.6 57.0 25.1 23.8 38.62

Private doctoral 46 12.9 20.6 18.0 20.6 20.6 18.0 15.5 5.22

Public comprehensive 224 32.8 47.7 43.2 41.0 45.2 14.3 13.3 27.5

Private comprehensive 166 8.3 39.9 36.5 30.7 28.9 27.2 28.5 6.8

Private liberal arts 285 13.2 33.3 23.3 23.9 20.9 20.9 22.4 9.1

Public 2-year 524 30.1 51.7 49.0 45.9 46.6 35.8 36.1 24.5

Other 421 18.7 15.3 18.4 14.7 15.3 10.8 10.8 5.03

Type and control of
institution

Institutions
with temporary
full-time non-
instructional

faculty

Benefits (continued)

Housing/ Maternity Paternity insurance “Cafeteria-
mortgage leave leave for style”Meals tation/

Transpor-

parking

Medical

retirees

All institutions 1,803 3.5 9.2 30.3 26.7 22.5 19.4 7.41

Public research 55 6.4 8.5 57.4 57.4 55.3 46.8 14.9

Private research 18 6.7 13.3 60.0 40.0 40.0 33.3 6.7

Public doctoral 65 3.6 15.2 59.2 44.4 42.6 31.0 19.82

Private doctoral 46 0.0 0.0 12.9 15.5 12.9 5.2 2.62

Public comprehensive 224 1.7 8.1 42.8 38.9 31.4 30.0 10.4

Private comprehensive 166 1.0 2.2 24.1 24.4 20.9 5.1 6.5

Private liberal arts 285 11.9 15.6 17.9 16.8 9.9 9.3 2.8

Public 2-year 524 2.1 4.6 36.6 37.0 32.1 28.0 6.8

Other 421 1.3 13.9 19.4 8.8 7.9 11.0 7.73

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with temporary full-time non-instructional faculty that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher1

degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

NOTE:  Standard errors for each estimate in this table can be found in Table T5.7 of the Technical Notes.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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Table 5.8 — Percentage of higher education institutions offering specified benefits to any part-time instructional
faculty and staff, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of
institution

Institutions
with any part-

time
instructional
faculty/staff

Benefits

Wellness Dental Tuition Tuition
program or insurance Life remission/ remission/

health or dental insurance grants for grants for
promotion care spouse children

Medical Disability
insurance or insurance Child care
medical care program

All institutions 3,091 21.2 35.0 25.0 23.6 25.1 17.0 14.9 14.11

Public research 71 47.5 73.8 68.9 67.2 65.6 23.0 24.6 42.6

Private research 30 57.7 76.9 57.7 50.0 57.7 23.1 30.8 42.3

Public doctoral 94 51.2 73.1 67.9 57.4 65.4 24.1 20.7 34.92

Private doctoral 79 15.8 40.3 31.4 27.9 17.3 30.9 27.9 12.42

Public comprehensive 339 30.1 47.0 36.8 39.4 37.1 13.8 13.3 28.7

Private comprehensive 257 10.8 27.0 16.9 9.5 14.0 16.7 13.8 9.0

Private liberal arts 525 28.0 36.9 24.5 23.3 21.7 20.9 20.4 10.3

Public 2-year 1,005 17.2 29.1 18.4 20.6 19.5 14.6 11.4 13.2

Other 691 13.6 27.4 19.8 15.0 24.0 15.6 13.2 6.13

Type and control of
institution

Institutions
with any part-

time
instructional
faculty/staff

Benefits (continued)

Housing/ Maternity Paternity insurance “Cafeteria-
mortgage leave leave for style”Meals tation/

Transpor-

parking

Medical

retirees

All institutions 3,091 3.3 10.1 32.0 20.7 16.9 15.7 9.11

Public research 71 6.6 6.6 65.6 59.0 52.5 65.6 16.4

Private research 30 15.4 3.8 73.1 57.7 50.0 50.0 11.5

Public doctoral 94 2.5 15.7 67.3 54.6 52.1 46.9 18.82

Private doctoral 79 1.5 0.0 21.3 20.8 12.4 21.5 5.42

Public comprehensive 339 2.9 9.6 46.5 31.7 28.3 25.4 8.1

Private comprehensive 257 0.7 6.6 27.8 10.1 9.6 8.9 2.8

Private liberal arts 525 6.4 20.7 42.4 21.8 21.0 13.7 13.5

Public 2-year 1,005 0.6 1.8 21.1 13.0 13.0 11.5 7.1

Other 691 5.6 16.6 25.8 19.3 7.3 9.5 9.63

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with part-time instructional faculty and staff that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree1

and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

NOTE:  Standard errors for each estimate in this table can be found in Table T5.8 of the Technical Notes.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”



Table 5.9 — Percentage of higher education institutions with criteria for benefit eligibility for part-time instructional faculty and staff, by type and control
of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of part-time Institutions with
institution instructional any criteria

Institutions with

faculty/staff

Minimum hours per week Minimum length of employment

Percent of Percent of faculty Percent of Percent more than Percent of faculty
institutions meeting minimum institutions one academic year meeting minimumAverage hours

All institutions 3,091 1,094 26.6 15.8 39.1 16.6 6.1 40.81

Public research 71 57 68.9 17.0 47.8 49.2 8.2 45.3

Private research 30 21 42.3 18.3 51.1 23.1 3.8 66.2

Public doctoral 94 73 58.3 16.7 46.5 34.0 13.0 48.42

Private doctoral 79 36 37.3 13.8 62.0 25.5 21.0 36.92

Public comprehensive 339 168 35.8 15.1 42.7 29.2 8.5 39.4

Private comprehensive 257 90 27.2 14.1 21.3 20.6 11.7 29.9

Private liberal arts 525 153 23.8 19.1 42.4 15.4 7.9 49.9

Public 2-year 1,005 277 20.8 14.2 32.7 14.6 5.1 39.0

Other 691 220 21.7 16.3 39.4 5.6 0.0 34.43

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with part-time instructional faculty and staff that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher1

education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

NOTE:  Standard errors for each estimate in this table can be found in Table T5.9 of the Technical Notes.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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SECTION 6

SUMMARY

Institutions of higher education in the United States employed approximately 1 million faculty and
instructional staff in the fall of 1992, and 90 percent had instruction as their major regular
assignment.  Two-thirds of all faculty were employed by public institutions (research, doctoral,
comprehensive, and 2-year) and one-third were employed by public 2-year institutions (table 2.3).

There was about a 1 percent increase in the number of permanent full-time instructional faculty and
staff employed by institutions of higher education in the United States between the fall of 1991 and
the fall of 1992, and about a 3 percent increase in the number of permanent full-time non-
instructional faculty during this same time period (table 3.1).  This increase occurred despite the fact
that 6 percent of permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff left the institutions at which they
were employed because of retirement, downsizing, or reasons other than retirement or downsizing
(table 3.2).  

Between 1987 and 1992, 40 percent of all higher education institutions offered early or phased
retirement to permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff and approximately 23,300 took
advantage of the offer.  Additionally, 30 percent of the 1,800 higher education institutions employing
permanent full-time non-instructional faculty offered early or phased retirement to their faculty and
about 2,300 took advantage of the offer (table 3.3).

In the fall of 1992, 71 percent of all higher education institutions had a tenure system for permanent
full-time instructional faculty and staff, but only 47 percent had a tenure system for permanent full-
time non-instructional faculty (table 4.1).  Additionally, 4-year institutions were much more likely
than 2-year institutions to have a tenure system for their permanent full-time instructional faculty and
staff (table 4.1).
  
While 58 percent of all permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff had tenure in 1992, only 23
percent of permanent full-time non-instructional faculty had tenure (table 4.1).  Of those considered
for tenure in 1992, permanent full-time non-instructional faculty were more likely to be granted
tenure than permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff (table 4.2).

Eighty-three percent of higher education institutions with tenure systems placed a limit on the
maximum amount of time that permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff could remain on
tenure track.  Compared with all institutions, public 2-year institutions were more likely to limit the
maximum amount of time on a tenure track to less than 5 years for both permanent full-time
instructional faculty and staff and permanent full-time non-instructional faculty (table 4.3).  Finally,
between the fall of 1987 and the fall of 1992, almost one-half of the higher education institutions had
taken some action to lower the percentage of tenured full-time instructional faculty and staff (table
4.4).

Virtually all institutions of higher education offered some sort of retirement plan to both permanent
full-time instructional faculty and staff and permanent full-time non-instructional faculty in 1992
(tables 5.1 and 5.2); only 43 percent of institutions that employed part-time instructional faculty and
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staff offered some type of a retirement plan to this type of faculty (table 5.3).  Part-time instructional
faculty and staff also were less likely than permanent full-time faculty and instructional staff to be
offered any of the employee benefits listed in the survey (tables 5.4, 5.6, and 5.8).
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TECHNICAL NOTES

Overview

The 1992-93 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF-93) was sponsored by the U.S.
Department of Education's National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).  The study received
additional support from the National Science Foundation (NSF) and the National Endowment for the
Humanities (NEH).  It was conducted by NORC, the National Opinion Research Center at the
University of Chicago, under contract to NCES.

The first cycle of NSOPF was conducted in 1987-88 (NSOPF-88) with a sample of 480 institutions
(including 2-year, 4-year, doctoral-granting, and other colleges and universities),  over 3,000
department chairpersons, and over 11,000 faculty.  The second cycle of NSOPF, conducted in 1992-
93, was limited to surveys of institutions and faculty, but with a substantially expanded sample of 974
public and private nonproprietary higher education institutions and 31,354 faculty.  The study was
designed to provide a national profile of faculty:  their professional backgrounds, responsibilities,
workloads, salaries, benefits, and attitudes.

Institution Universe

The definition of the institution universe for NSOPF-93 was identical to the one used in NSOPF-88. 
It included institutions in the traditional sector of higher education:  that is, institutions whose
accreditation at the college level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education, that provide
formal instructional programs of at least two years' duration, that are public or private not-for-profit,
and that are designed primarily for students who have completed the requirements for a high school
diploma or its equivalent.

Faculty Universe

Unlike NSOPF-88, which was limited to faculty whose regular assignment included instruction, the
faculty universe for NSOPF-93 was expanded to include all those who were designated as faculty,
whether or not their responsibilities included instruction, and other (non-faculty) personnel with
instructional responsibilities.  Under this definition, researchers and administrators and other
institutional staff who hold faculty positions, but who do not teach, were included in the sample. 
Instructional staff without faculty status also were included.  In summary, the eligible universe was
defined to include:

• full- and part-time personnel whose regular assignment included instruction;

• full- and part-time individuals with faculty status whose regular assignment did not include
instruction;

• permanent and temporary personnel with any instructional duties, including adjunct, acting,
or visiting status;

• faculty and instructional personnel on sabbatical leave.



     IPEDS is a recurring set of surveys developed and maintained by NCES. Postsecondary education is defined by1

IPEDS as “the provision of a formal instructional program whose curriculum is designed primarily for students who
have completed the requirements for a high school diploma or its equivalent.”  This definition includes programs
whose purpose is academic, vocational and continuing professional education and excludes avocational and adult basic
education.  IPEDS encompasses all institutional providers of postsecondary education in the United States and its
outlying areas.  For more information on IPEDS data used in this study, see National Center for Education Statistics,
IPEDS Manual for Users (Washington, D.C.:  National Center for Education Statistics, 1991).  This manual is also
distributed with IPEDS data on CD-ROM.

     See A Classification of Institutions of Higher Education, (Princeton, N.J.:  The Carnegie Foundation for the2

Advancement of Teaching), 1987.  Out of the 3,256 institutions, 278 could not be classified.  Carnegie staff supplied
updates for 81 institutions; the remaining group of unclassified institutions were designated as “unknown” on the
NSOPF-93 sampling frame.
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Excluded from the NSOPF-93 universe of faculty were:

• faculty and other personnel with instructional duties outside the U.S. (but not on 
sabbatical leave);

• temporary replacements for faculty and other instructional personnel;

• faculty and other instructional and non-instructional personnel on leave without pay;
 

• graduate teaching assistants;

• military personnel who taught only ROTC courses;

• instructional personnel supplied by independent contractors.

Sample Design

A two-stage stratified clustered probability design was used to select the NSOPF-93 sample.  The
first-stage NSOPF-93 sampling frame consisted of the 3,256 postsecondary institutions that provided
formal instructional programs of at least two years' duration and that were public or private, not-for-
profit, drawn from the 1991-92 IPEDS (Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System )1

Institutional Characteristics Survey.  The sampling frame was sorted by type and control of institution
to create groups of institutions called strata.  The selection of institutions occurred independently
within each stratum.

A modified Carnegie  classification system was used to stratify institutions according to cross-2

classification of control by type, first into 17 cells, and then into 15 strata.  There were two levels of
control, public and private, and nine types of institutions including:

1. Research universities (public or private):  The 100 leading universities receiving federal
research funds.  Each of these universities awards substantial numbers of doctorates
across many fields;



     “Other Ph.D.” institutions are included in the institutions noted as “Doctoral” in the body of the report.3

     The “noncertainty” sampling strata were broken down as follows: private, other Ph.D.; public, comprehensive;4

private, comprehensive; public, liberal arts; private, liberal arts; public, medical; private, medical; private, religious
(there are no public religious colleges); public, two-year; private, two-year; public, other; private, other; public,
unknown; and private, unknown.
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2. Other Ph.D. (public or private):  Other doctoral-granting universities not included among
the 100 leading universities receiving federal research funds;3

3. Comprehensive colleges and universities (public or private):  Offering liberal arts and
professional programs.  Master's degrees are the highest degrees offered;

4. Liberal arts colleges (public or private):  Smaller and generally more selective than
comprehensive colleges and universities.  Primarily offering bachelor's degrees, although
some offer master's degrees;

5. Two-year colleges (public or private):  Offering associate's degrees;

6. Independent medical institutions (public or private):  Those not considered as part of a 4-
year college or university;

7. Religious colleges (private only);

8. Other (public/private):  Includes a wide range of professional and other specialized
degree-granting colleges and universities; and 

9. Unknown (public/private):  Carnegie classification was unknown.

First Stage Sampling

Since there are no public religious institutions, the cross-classification of control by type had 17 cells. 
However, the desired sampling rates for three of the cells—public research, private research, and
public “other Ph.D.”—were so close to 100 percent that it was appropriate to sample all of the
institutions in those cells.  Therefore, a single sampling stratum was constructed for these institutions,
and all institutions were selected in that stratum (i.e., selected with certainty).  Grouping these
institutions together was appropriate from a sampling design and selection standpoint, although this
stratum does not comprise a group of analytic interest.

Institutions in the 14 other strata  were referred to as “noncertainty” institutions.  The stratum sample4

sizes, determined by a preliminary pass through the 14 strata, were allocated proportional to the total
estimated number of faculty and instructional staff in each stratum.  In those strata, the first stage
selections were made using stratified sampling with probabilities within each stratum proportional to
the expected numbers of faculty and instructional staff.   Systematic probability proportional to size
(PPS) sampling was used with measure of size (MOS) equal to 41 or the estimated number of faculty
(and instructional staff), whichever was larger.  MOS was defined as the total number of faculty and
instructional staff as specified in the most recent IPEDS Fall Staff Survey available (1989-90).  Of



     The oversample size for a group is the difference between the expected sample size for the group and the5

expected sample size that would have been attained if all faculty had been sampled at the same rate, i.e., in the
absence of oversampling. 
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the 3,256 institutions listed on the sample frame, 3,106 had a MOS available.  For the remaining 150
(4.6 percent) institutions for which faculty data were missing, MOS was imputed.

In systematic sampling, the order in which the institutions are listed on the frame is important, as it
reflects an implicit stratification.  Within each stratum the institutions were sorted by MOS in a
“serpentine” manner, i.e., if one stratum was in ascending order by MOS, the next was descending,
the one after that was ascending, and so on.  This procedure helped to balance the sample with
respect to institution size (based on number of faculty).  A total of 789 institutions were initially
selected and later supplemented with 185 institutions for a total of 974 selected in the first-stage.

Institutions were selected in two replicates.  The first replicate “Pool 1” contained the initial sample
of noncertainty and certainty institutions.  The second replicate “Pool 2” was sorted into random
order within strata and contained only noncertainty institutions.  Institutions that were determined
ineligible or could not be recruited after extensive follow-up were replaced at random by institutions
within the same explicit stratum in Pool 2.  Replacement institutions for the certainty stratum were
selected at random from similar strata.  (“Other Ph.D.,” “Public Comprehensive,” and “Private
Comprehensive” sampling strata were used for this purpose.)

Second Stage Sampling

At the second stage of sample selection, the NSOPF-93 sampling frame consisted of lists of faculty
and instructional staff obtained from 817 participating institutions. Each institution was randomly
assigned a target total sample size, say n, of either 41 or 42 faculty to yield the desired average
sample size of 41.5. Whenever an institution had fewer than 42 individuals, all faculty and
instructional staff were selected. Otherwise, the following oversampling sizes  were used to select5

groups to ensure their adequate representation in the sample and to meet NSF and NEH analytic
objectives: full-time females (3.36), blacks or Hispanics (5.60), Asians or Pacific Islanders (1.12),
faculty in four NEH disciplines (2.24)—philosophy/religion, foreign languages, English language and
literature, and history—and all others (0.00).  All listed individuals who would qualify for more than
one group were assigned to the group for which the oversampling rate (here defined as the
oversample size divided by the number of individuals qualifying for the group) was largest.  These
five groups were used as strata for sampling faculty.  The residual sample size (n minus the sum of
the oversample sizes) was allocated across the five strata in proportion to the number of faculty in the
strata.  Then, the total sample in each stratum (consisting of the oversample size plus the
proportionally allocated residual) was specified by simple random sampling without replacement,
with the sampling independent from one faculty stratum to the next. For more details about second
stage sampling, refer to the forthcoming  1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty: Methodology
Report.

Data Collection and Response Rates

Prior to data collection, it was first necessary to obtain cooperation from the sampled institutions. 
Each institution was asked to provide annotated lists of all faculty and instructional staff according to



     Since the Pool 2 institutions were additional random selections into the sample, the effect of using Pool 26

institutions is no different than if a larger number of institutions had been selected initially and the pools had not been
used at all.  The response rates for Pool 1 institutions, and for Pool 1 and Pool 2 institutions combined, have the
same expected value. Since it is based on a larger sample, the response rate for Pool 1 and Pool 2 combined is a
more accurate estimator of the population response rate.

     When ineligible institutions were excluded from the sample, the sum of weights for eligible institutions was7

3,188, rather than the 3,256 institutions specified in the sampling frame.

     Initially, 33,354 faculty were sampled. To reduce costs, 2,000 nonresponding faculty and instructional staff were8

randomly eliminated from the sample through subsampling in August 1993.  A higher proportion of part-time faculty
and instructional staff were eliminated than remained; this was taken into account in the calculation of faculty
weights.
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the eligibility (and oversampling) criteria needed for second stage sampling.  Between October 1992
and early March 1993, 26 institutions in the original sample were replaced by randomly selected
comparable institutions (from Pool 2):  5 because they were ineligible and 21 because they were
determined to be final refusals.  After trying to gain cooperation from the initial sample of 789
institutions for almost six months, it was determined that a certain number of other institutions were
unlikely to participate in the study.  These institutions were identified in March 1993 and 159
additional institutions were randomly selected within the relevant strata (from Pool 2).

Project staff tried to gain cooperation from original and replacement (or supplemental) institutions
simultaneously.   Of the 974 institutions in the total sample, 12 (1.2 percent) were found to be6

ineligible.   Ineligible institutions included those which had closed or which had merged with other7

institutions, satellite campuses that were not independent units, and institutions that did not grant any
degrees or certificates.  A total of 817 eligible institutions agreed to participate (i.e., to provide a list
of faculty and instructional staff), for a list participation rate of 84.9 percent (83.4 percent,
weighted).

Faculty data collection was conducted between January and December 1993, with a two-month hiatus
during July and August while most faculty and instructional staff were on summer break.  The faculty
survey relied on a multi-modal data collection design which combined an initial mailed questionnaire
with mail and telephone prompting supplemented by computer-assisted telephone interviewing
(CATI).  Questionnaire and follow-up mailings were sent out in large waves between January and
July 1993 as the lists were received, sampled, and processed.  Coordinators at the participating
institutions who signed NCES's affidavit of nondisclosure and confidentiality also assisted in the
effort by prompting nonrespondents to return their completed questionnaires to NORC.  Of the
31,354 faculty and instructional staff sampled,  1,590 (5.1 percent) were found to be ineligible,8

which included staff who were deceased or no longer at the institution, staff who did not have a Fall
1992 teaching assignment, and teaching assistants.  A total of 25,780 questionnaires were completed
for a response rate of 86.6 percent (84.4 percent, weighted).  The overall faculty response rate
(institution list participation rate × faculty questionnaire response rate) was 73.5 percent (70.4
percent, weighted).

Institution data collection was conducted between September 1993 and May 1994.  The institution
survey combined a mailed questionnaire with mail and telephone prompting directed at both
participating (817 institutions which submitted faculty lists) and nonparticipating institutions (145



     A total of 929 of the 962 eligible institutions (96.6 percent) participated in the survey in some way — either by9

completing an institution questionnaire or by submitting a faculty list. A total of 872 institutions completed institution
questionnaires and 817 institutions provided faculty lists. Of the 817 institutions which submitted faculty lists, 760 of
them also completed an institution questionnaire.  Therefore, “matched” data — counts of the total number of faculty
at the institution drawn from the faculty list and from the institution questionnaire — are available for only these 760
institutions.
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institutions), for an eligible sample of 962 institutions.  For 385 (44 percent) of the self-administered
questionnaires completed, the institutional coordinator who had provided the original list was the
main respondent, although other institution staff usually contributed to the effort.  A total of 872
institution questionnaires were completed for a response rate of 90.6 percent (93.5 percent,
weighted).  The findings from this report are based on responses to the institution survey.

Best Estimates of Faculty

In comparing the weighted estimates based on the lists of faculty and instructional staff provided by
institutions with those based on the institution questionnaires, several patterns emerged that were
contrary to expected results.  Although some variance in the estimates based on the lists and the
institution questionnaires was expected, the magnitude of the difference was larger than anticipated. 
This, in and of itself, was not seen as a problem since the estimates were from two different sources. 
What was less plausible were the trends in the estimates of part-time faculty between NSOPF-88 and
NSOPF-93.  The institution survey showed a 5 percent increase in the estimate of part-time faculty
between the fall of 1987 and the fall of 1992.  The faculty survey, based on the lists of faculty and
instructional staff provided by the institution, showed no change in the percentage of part-time faculty
between the two points in time.  The weighted estimates based on the lists also showed a 37.5 percent
decrease in the number of health sciences faculty and instructional staff from the fall of 1987 to the
fall of 1992.  Institution recontact was necessary to resolve these discrepancies and to determine the
“best estimates” of total, full- and part-time faculty and instructional staff.

The best estimates were derived following a reconciliation and verification recontact with a subset of
institutions which had discrepancies of 10 percent or greater between the total number enumerated on
the faculty list used for sampling and the total number reported on the institution questionnaire.  The
recontact effort also included 120 institutions identified by NCES as employing health sciences
faculty.

Of the 760 “matched” institutions  (i.e., institutions which provided both a completed institution9

questionnaire and a list of faculty and instructional staff), 450 (59 percent) had a discrepancy of 10
percent or more between the questionnaire and the list, and 61 of the 450 had health sciences faculty.

Of the 817 institutions who provided lists of faculty and instructional staff, 509 institutions (450 with
10 percent or greater discrepancies plus an additional 59 institutions with health sciences faculty)
were recontacted.  Before recontacting each institution, each discrepancy was reviewed to eliminate
obvious clerical or list posting errors.  A best estimate was obtained for 492 (or 96.7 percent) of
these institutions.

It is important to point out that 118 of the reconciled institutions were unable to provide a specific
reason for the discrepancies.  For the 374 that provided reasons, the most commonly cited reason was



     Eighty-four of the 817 institutions did not specify the employment status (i.e., full- or part-time) of faculty and10

instructional staff on their original lists.
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the omission of some part- or full-time faculty from the list provided for sampling faculty.  This
occurred for 107 institutions.  Some institutions included certain types of medical faculty in one set of
estimates, but not in the other.  Downsizing affected faculty counts at several institutions.  Another
factor in the discrepancies was the time interval (in some instances a year or more) between the time
the list of faculty and instructional staff was compiled and the time the institution questionnaire was
completed.  The list did not always include new hires for the fall term, which were counted in the
institution questionnaire.  Some institutions provided “full-time equivalents” (FTE's) on the
institution questionnaire rather than the actual headcount of part-time staff that was requested.  In
some instances, however, where part-time faculty and instructional staff were overreported (on either
the list or the questionnaire) the reason involved confusion between the pool of part-time or
temporary staff employed by, or available to, the institution and the number actually employed during
the fall semester.

NORC used data gathered in the recontacting effort to adjust the original list of faculty and
instructional staff to incorporate recontacted institutions' best estimates into the final estimates. 
(Problems with health science estimates, however, could only be partly rectified by the creation of
new best estimates.  For a further discussion of health science estimates, see the forthcoming 1993
National Study of Postsecondary Faculty:  Methodology Report and the Technical Notes of future
NCES publications based on the NSOPF-93 faculty questionnaire.)  The first step in this process used
as its starting point the original list, which reported totals for full-, part-time, and total faculty and
instructional staff for each of the 817 participating institutions.  However, in some cases, institutions
which supplied a total number did not supply a breakdown of the total number into full- and part-time
components.   For these institutions, NORC used a two-step procedure of deriving best estimates: 10

first, deriving “best total estimates” and, second, deriving “best full-time estimates.”  Best estimates
for part-time staff were simply calculated by subtracting the number of full-time staff from the total
number at each institution.

The next step in calculating best total estimates involved the substitution of the verified counts from
the 492 institutions NORC recontacted.  If an institution verified the counts from its original faculty
list or was unable to confirm other estimates, the original list estimate was retained as the best
estimate.  If the institution verified the institution questionnaire data as a more accurate estimate,
questionnaire data were substituted for original list data as the best estimate.  If the institution
provided a different set of estimates, the new estimates were substituted for counts based on original
list data.

Institutions which were nonrespondents in the verification effort and which had discrepancies of 10
percent or greater between the estimates of faculty and instructional staff based on the lists provided
by institutions and those based on the institution questionnaire were adjusted by multiplying the ratio
of verified counts to original counts for the 492 recontacted institutions by the original list count. 
Original list data were used for the institutions which were not selected for recontact.  For all 817
institutions, the source of the final best estimates was as follows:

460 (56.3 percent) used original list data;
280 (34.3 percent) used questionnaire data;



     After the sample was selected and institutions were contacted, NORC discovered that a few of the institutions in11

the sample had merged with other institutions on the sampling frame.  Since a merged institution would be in the
sample if any listing of the institution was selected from the frame, its weight must be reduced accordingly.
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61 (7.5 percent) used new estimates (other than questionnaire or original list data); and
16 (1.9 percent) were ratio-adjusted.

During the reconciliation effort, some ineligible faculty and instructional staff were excluded from
the institution-level totals.  This happened if recontacted institutions reported that the original faculty
list had included ineligible faculty.  This information was supplied by 23 institutions.  It is assumed
that faculty population estimates derived from the best estimate calculations include only eligible
faculty.  For more discussion of the verification process and calculation of best estimates, see the
forthcoming 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty:  Methodology Report.

Weight Calculations

The weights for both the institution and faculty samples were designed to adjust for differential
probabilities of selection and nonresponse.  Weights for the institution sample were constructed in
three steps.  First, the institution's base weight—equal to the reciprocal of its probability of selection
into the sample—was calculated.  (This step reflected the several steps used to select the institutions
from sample Pool 1 and sample Pool 2.)  Second, the base weights were adjusted for institutions that
had merged and so were effectively listed multiple times in the sampling frame.   Finally, a11

nonresponse adjustment factor was applied to the weights to compensate for institution-level
nonresponse.  A review of the data indicated that post-stratification adjustment was not needed.  For
a detailed description of the weighting process, see the forthcoming 1993 National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty:  Methodology Report.

Weights for the faculty sample were computed in four steps.  First, the base conditional selection
probabilities were calculated; these reflected the selection rates for faculty members given that their
institutions were sampled.  In this step, the initial selection probabilities also were adjusted to reflect
the exclusion of a random subsample of faculty. (See footnote 8.)  Then the reciprocals of these
selection probabilities were calculated to yield base conditional weights.  Second, these weights were
multiplied by the first-stage nonresponse-adjusted weights to yield second-stage sampling weights
adjusted for institutional nonresponse.  Third, a second-stage nonresponse adjustment factor was
applied to these latter weights to compensate for nonresponse by faculty members.  Fourth, the
nonresponse-adjusted weights were poststratified to the best estimates of total, full-, and part-time
faculty and instructional staff by sampling stratum.

The poststratification adjustment should reduce sampling variability, and more importantly reduce any
reporting biases and bias due to undercoverage of the faculty sampling frame.  Poststratification
provides a means of weighting the faculty respondents to represent all faculty on the original faculty
sampling frame as well as faculty missed on the frame.  The method is entirely analogous to the
nonresponse adjustment, where faculty respondents are weighted up to represent themselves as well
as the faculty nonrespondents.  While the nonresponse adjustment is based upon the assumption that
the means of respondents and nonrespondents are similar, the poststratification adjustment is based
upon the assumption that the means of covered faculty and missed faculty are similar.  Neither
assumption is perfect, but the resulting estimates are thought to be more accurate than they would be
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in the absence of the adjustments.



     The item nonresponse rate is defined as the ratio of the total number of nonresponses to the total number of12

individuals eligible to respond to a questionnaire item.  The mean item nonresponse rates reported here are the
unweighted means of the item nonresponse rates for all items on the questionnaires. For a full description of item
nonresponse, see the forthcoming 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty:  Methodology Report.

     For more information on imputation of missing data in sample surveys, see Kalton, Graham and Daniel13

Kasprzyk, “Imputing for Missing Survey Responses.” Paper presented at 1982 Proceedings of the Section on Survey
Research Methods, American Statistical Association; Kalton, Graham and Daniel Kasprzyk, “The Treatment of
Missing Survey Data,” Survey Methodology 12 (1) (June, 1986), pp. 1-16.
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Imputation of Missing Data

Item nonresponse occurred when a respondent did not answer one or more survey questions.  The
item nonresponse rates were generally low for the institution and faculty questionnaires, since missing
critical (and selected other) items were retrieved by interviewers. The NSOPF-93 faculty
questionnaire had a mean item nonresponse rate of .103 for 395 items in six sections. The NSOPF-93
institution questionnaire had a mean item nonresponse rate of .102 for 272 items in four sections.  12

Imputation for item nonresponse was performed for each survey item, to make the study results more
inclusive.   “Don't know” responses were treated as item nonresponse and imputed for both the13

institution and faculty questionnaires.  However, a second imputation was done for selected items in
the faculty questionnaire with “don't know” responses, where this caused 30 percent or more of the
responses to be eligible for imputation.  In the second imputation, “don't knows” were treated as
legitimate responses, and only in a case where there was no response to a survey item was imputation
performed.  For these items, in the second imputation, missing responses were imputed across all
response categories, including the don't know category.  This was done to allow researchers to
choose how to treat don't knows in their analyses.  Not applicable (“NA”) responses were not
imputed since these represented respondents who were not eligible to answer the relevant item.

Imputation was performed using several procedures.  Missing gender, race, and employment status
data on the faculty data file were imputed directly from information supplied by institutions on the
lists used for sampling faculty and instructional staff, whenever this information was available.

Two statistical procedures, regression-based and hot-deck, were employed to impute other missing
data on both data files.  Regression-based imputation was used for continuous and dichotomous
variables.  Hot-deck imputation was used for all other variables.  The type of imputation used was
recorded by setting the appropriate value of the imputation flag for each survey item.

Sources of Error

The survey estimates provided in this report are subject to two sources of error:  sampling errors and
nonsampling errors.  Sampling errors occur because the estimates are based on a sample of
individuals in the population rather than on the entire population.  Sampling errors can be quantified
using statistical procedures in which a variance estimate — in this report, a standard error for the
mean or proportion (including percent) — is calculated.  The standard error measures the variability
of the sample estimator in repeated sampling, using the same sample design and sample size.  It
indicates the variability of a sample estimator that would be obtained from all possible samples of a
given design and size.  Standard errors are used as a measure of the precision expected from a
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     Shah, Babubhai V., Beth G. Barnwell and Gayle S. Bieler, SUDAAN User’s Manual Release 6.4.  (Research14

Triangle Park, N.C.: Research Triangle Institute), 1995.

     For an explanation of the Bonferroni adjustment for multiple comparisons, see Miller, Rupert G., Simultaneous15

Statistical Inference (New York: McGraw Hill Co.), 1981 or Dunn, Olive Jean, “Multiple Comparisons Among
Means,” Journal of the American Statistical Association 56 (293), (March, 1961), pp. 52-64.
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particular sample.  If all possible samples were surveyed under similar conditions, intervals of 1.96
standard errors below to 1.96 standard errors above a mean or proportion would include the true
population parameter in about 95 percent of the samples.  In general, for large sample sizes (n
greater than or equal to 30) and for estimates of the mean or the proportion, the intervals described
above provide a 95 percent confidence interval.  If sample sizes are too small, or if the parameters
being estimated are not means or proportions, then these intervals may not correspond to the 95
percent confidence level.

The standard errors may be used to calculate confidence intervals around each estimate and to
compare two or more estimates to determine if the observed differences are statistically significant. 
For example, table 2.3 in this report shows that an estimated 10.1 percent of full-time instructional
faculty and staff were employed in public doctoral institutions in 1992. The standard error of that
estimate is .20 percent (table T2.3).  The 95 percent confidence interval for the statistic extends from
9.7 [10.1 - (1.96 times .20)] to 10.5 [10.1 + (1.96 times .20)] or from 9.7 to 10.5 percent. 
Standard errors for all estimates presented in this report's tables were computed using a technique
known as Taylor series approximation.  A computer program, SUDAAN,  was used to calculate the14

standard errors.

Comparisons noted in this report are significant at the .05 level.  The significance of the difference
between the overall mean (i.e., the mean of the entire population) and a subgroup mean (e.g.,
between the mean salary of all faculty in all institutions and the mean salary of all faculty in public
doctoral institutions) was tested using a t-test in which the standard error of the difference was
adjusted for the covariance between the subgroup and the total group.  The exact formula for the
appropriate t-test is:

where   and  are the mean and standard error for the total group,  and  are
the mean and standard error for the subgroup, and p is the proportion of the total group contained in
the subgroup.

When multiple pairwise comparisons were made, the acceptable minimum significance level was
decreased by means of the Bonferroni adjustment.   This adjustment takes into account the increased15

likelihood, when making multiple comparisons, of finding significant pairwise differences simply by
chance.  With this adjustment, the significance level being used for each comparison (.05) is divided
by the total number of comparisons being made.

Sample estimates also are subject to bias from nonsampling errors.  It is more difficult to measure the
magnitude of these errors.  They can arise for a variety of reasons:  nonresponse, undercoverage,



     A complete description of the field test design and results can be found in Abraham, Sameer Y., et al., 1992-9316

National Study of Postsecondary Faculty:  Field Test Report (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education,
National Center for Education Statistics [NCES:93-390]), February 1994.
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differences in the respondent's interpretation of the meaning of questions, memory effects,
misrecording of responses, incorrect editing, coding, and data entry, time effects, or errors in data
processing.  For example, undercoverage (in which institutions did not provide a complete
enumeration of eligible faculty) and listing of ineligible faculty necessitated the “best estimates”
correction to the NSOPF-93 faculty population estimates.  For a more detailed discussion of the
undercoverage problem, refer to the forthcoming 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty: 
Methodology Report. Whereas general sampling theory can be used, in part, to determine how to
estimate the sampling variability of a statistic, nonsampling errors are not easy to measure. 
Measurement of nonsampling errors usually requires the incorporation of a methodological
experiment into the survey or the use of external data to assess and verify survey results.

To minimize the potential for nonsampling errors, the faculty and institution questionnaires (as well
as the sample design, data collection, and data processing procedures) were field-tested with a
national probability sample of 136 postsecondary institutions and 636 faculty members in 1992.  To
evaluate reliability, a subsample of faculty respondents were re-interviewed.  An extensive item
nonresponse analysis of the questionnaires also was conducted followed by additional evaluation of
the instruments and survey procedures.   An item nonresponse analysis also was conducted for the16

full-scale surveys.  See the forthcoming 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty:  Methodology
Report for a detailed description of the item nonresponse analysis. 

In addition, for the full-scale surveys, a computer-based editing system was used to check data for
range errors, logical inconsistencies, and erroneous skip patterns.  For erroneous skip patterns,
values were logically assigned on the basis of the presence or absence of responses within the skip
pattern whenever feasible, given the responses.  Missing or inconsistent critical items were retrieved. 
Some small inconsistencies between different data elements remained in the data files.  In these
situations, it was impossible to resolve the ambiguity as reported by the respondent.  All data were
keyed with 100 percent verification of a randomly selected subsample of 10 percent of all
questionnaires received.

Calculating Estimates for Institutions Selected with Certainty

All 168 institutions in the certainty stratum were selected into the sample, and 144 of them responded
to the institution questionnaire.  Thus, aside from a small nonresponse variance, the variability
associated with this stratum is essentially zero.  Therefore, we note two cautions about the estimates
of sampling variability presented in this report.  First, if a comparison is to be made between the
class of institutions in the certainty stratum and other classes of institutions, then (as an
approximation) we recommend either that the variance of the estimator for the certainty stratum be
set equal to zero, or that a without-replacement type variance formula be used for the certainty
stratum with an appropriate finite population correction factor to account for random nonresponse
variance.  The former recommendation is equivalent to setting the variance of the estimated
difference equal to the variance of the estimator for the noncertainty class.

Second, if analysis calls for certainty and noncertainty institutions to be combined, then appropriate



     Note that the modified Carnegie stratum labeled “Public doctoral” is not equivalent to the set of “Public, Other17

Ph.D.” institutions which form part of the certainty stratum in the sampling variable, since the  “Public doctoral”
stratum includes medical institutions.

     U.S. Bureau of the Census, CENVAR IMPS Version 3.1 (Washington D.C.: U.S. Bureau of the Census), 1995.18

     For a discussion of the balanced half-sample (BHS) method of variance estimation, see Wolter, Kirk M.,19

Introduction to Variance Estimation (New York: Springer-Verlag), 1985, pp. 110-152.

     Westat, Inc., A User's Guide to WesVarPC , Version 2.0 (Rockville, Md.: Westat, Inc.), 1996.20       ®
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standard errors should be calculated.  For example, in most tables in this report, noncertainty
institutions are divided into seven (out of nine) modified Carnegie strata, and institutions selected
with certainty are divided into three strata:  “Public Research,” “Private Research,” and “Public
Doctoral.”   The two research strata include only certainty institutions, and thus any estimators of17

variance for these strata should follow the recommendations presented above.  Standard errors must
be calculated for estimators for the public doctoral stratum, however, because it includes both
certainty and noncertainty institutions (i.e. medical institutions).

Even in the case of the 14 noncertainty strata, many of the sampling fractions are important.  Thus,
we recommend that a without-replacement type variance formula — incorporating appropriate finite
population correction factors — be used for these strata also.  Specialized computer programs, such
as SUDAAN, PC CARP, and CENVAR  are often used to estimate variances for complex sample18

designs, such as the NSOPF-93 design.  The variances contained in this report were produced using
SUDAAN's without replacement design.

Replicate Weights

Thirty-two replicate weights are provided on the data files for users who prefer another method of
variance estimation.  On the institution file, these weights implement the balanced half-sample (BHS)
method of variance estimation,  and they have been created to handle the certainty stratum and to19

incorporate finite population correction factors for each of the 14 noncertainty strata.  Two widely
available software packages, WesVarPC ,  and PC CARP,  have capabilities to use replicate® 20   21

weights to estimate variances.

Analysts should be cautious about use of BHS estimated variances that relate to one stratum or to a
group of two or three strata.  Such variance estimates may be based upon far fewer than 32
replicates, and thus the variance of the variance estimator may be large.

A Note About Estimates Based Upon Small Samples

Analysts who use either the faculty file or the institution file should also be cautious about cross-
classifying data so deeply that the resulting estimates are based upon a very small number of
observations.  Analysts should interpret the accuracy of NSOPF-93 statistics in light of estimated
standard errors and of the number of observations used in the statistics.
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Standard Error Tables

The following standard error tables correspond to the tables presented in the body of this report.
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Table T2.1 — Standard errors of percentage distribution of higher education institutions and faculty and instructional
staff, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of institution Higher education institutions Faculty and instructional staff

Standard error Standard error

Number Number

72.8 34,980.3

Percent Percent

All institutions 2.3 3.41

Public research — —

Private research — —

Public doctoral 0.0 0.32

Private doctoral 0.3 0.62

Public comprehensive 0.5 0.5

Private comprehensive 0.5 0.4

Private liberal arts 1.3 0.2

Public 2-year 1.3 1.1

Other 1.4 3.03

This estimate represents the population of institutions in this stratum.  Therefore, there is no standard error associated with it.  For more—

information on this issue, see the Technical Notes concerning institutions selected with certainty.
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher1

education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution
Survey.”
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Table T2.2 — Standard errors of percentage distribution of full- and part-time higher education faculty and
instructional staff, by instructional status (i.e., instructional or non-instructional), by permanent or
temporary status:  Fall 1992

Faculty and instructional staff

Status Number Percent

Total 34,980.3 0.0

Full-time 24,781.7 2.4

  Instructional 21,748.1 2.1

     Permanent 21,708.4 2.1

     Temporary 1,129.8 0.1

  Non-instructional 3,912.3 0.4

     Permanent 3,418.9 0.3

     Temporary 1,756.6 0.2

Part-time 13,516.1 1.3

  Instructional 13,346.4 1.3

  Non-instructional 1,165.3 0.1

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution
Survey.”



Table T2.3 — Standard errors of the percentage distribution of higher education faculty and instructional staff by employment status and type and control of
institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of institution Total Full-time Part-time Total Full-time Part-time

Faculty and
instructional

staff Instructional faculty and staff Non-instructional faculty

Standard Standard error Standard error Standard error Standard error Standard error Standard error
error

Number Number Number Number Number Number Number

34,980.3 31,945.7 21,748.1 13,346.4 4,530.1 3,912.3 1,165.3

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent

All institutions 3.4 3.4 4.0 3.3 4.8 5.2 6.21

.Public research — — — — — — —

Private research — — — — — — —

Public doctoral 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.62

Private doctoral 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.3 0.4 0.42

Public comprehensive 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 1.8 1.5 3.9

Private comprehensive 0.4 0.4 0.3 1.0 1.7 1.7 1.9

Private liberal arts 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.8 0.9 1.0

Public 2-year 1.1 1.2 0.7 2.2 2.4 2.1 4.2

Other 3.0 3.0 3.9 2.0 3.2 3.9 0.43

This estimate represents the population of institutions in this stratum.  Therefore, there is no standard error associated with it.  For more information on this issue, see the Technical Notes concerning—

institutions selected with certainty.
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of1

Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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Table T3.1 — Standard errors of net percentage change between the fall of 1991 and the fall of 1992 in the number of
permanent full-time higher education faculty and instructional staff, by type and control of institution: 
Fall 1992

Type and control of institution 1992

Permanent full-time instructional Permanent full-time non-
faculty and staff instructional faculty

Percent change between 1991 and 1992 Percent change between 1991 and

Standard error Standard error

All institutions 0.2 0.71

Public research — —

Private research — —

Public doctoral 0.4 0.42

Private doctoral 0.4 2.02

Public comprehensive 0.4 1.3

Private comprehensive 0.9 2.2

Private liberal arts 0.5 3.2

Public 2-year 0.4 1.6

Other 0.6 3.53

This estimate represents the population of institutions in this stratum.  Therefore, there is no standard error associated with it.  For more—

information on this issue, see the Technical Notes concerning institutions selected with certainty.
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher1

education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution
Survey.”
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Table T3.2 — Standard errors of the percentage of permanent full-time higher education faculty and instructional staff
who left institutions of higher education between 1991 and 1992, by reason for leaving and type and control
of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of institutions staff: 1991 Percent who left

Number of
permanent full-

time 
instructional
faculty and

Permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff 

Of those who left, percentage distribution of reason for
departure

Retirement Downsizing Other

Standard error Standard error Standard error Standard Standard error
error

All institutions 21,711.9 0.1 0.9 0.5 0.91

Public research — — — — —

Private research — — — — —

Public doctoral 1,197.7 0.5 1.8 0.4 2.02

Private doctoral 3,604.9 0.5 2.4 0.5 2.62

Public comprehensive 2,748.6 0.3 2.5 0.6 2.4

Private comprehensive 1,530.6 0.6 3.9 1.0 3.7

Private liberal arts 1,634.8 0.8 3.9 3.5 4.1

Public 2-year 3,881.9 0.3 2.7 1.4 2.6

Other 20,751.8 0.5 2.8 3.8 3.23

Type and control of institutions faculty: 1991 Percent who left Retirement Downsizing Other

Number of
permanent full-

time non-
instructional

Permanent full-time non-instructional faculty  

Of those who left, percentage distribution of reason for
departure

Standard error Standard error Standard error Standard error Standard error

All institutions 3,079.0 0.3 1.7 0.3 1.74

Public research — — — — —

Private research — — — — —

Public doctoral 339.7 0.3 1.2 0.1 1.22

Private doctoral 221.7 0.7 5.4 0.7 5.52

Public comprehensive 836.8 0.8 3.5 1.3 3.7

Private comprehensive 596.4 0.7 7.0 0.0 7.0

Private liberal arts 672.1 1.3 13.9 0.0 13.9

Public 2-year 922.2 0.7 4.4 0.8 4.5

Other 2,638.0 1.7 4.4 0.0 4.43

This estimate represents the population of institutions in this stratum.  Therefore, there is no standard error associated with it.  For more information on—

this issue, see the Technical Notes concerning institutions selected with certainty.
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher education1

level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with permanent full-time non-instructional faculty that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher4

degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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Table T3.3 — Standard errors of the percentage of higher education institutions offering early or phased retirement between
1987 and 1992 and the percentage distribution of permanent full-time faculty and instructional staff accepting
early or phased retirement between 1987 and 1992, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of institution

Permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff 

Higher education institutions offering early or Faculty who took early or phased retirement between
phased retirement between 1987 and 1992 1987 and 1992

Standard error Standard error

Number Number

72.9 2,236.7

Percent Percent

All institutions 1.9 8.51

Public research — —

Private research — —

Public doctoral 2.0 0.32

Private doctoral 7.5 0.32

Public comprehensive 3.8 2.0

Private comprehensive 6.0 0.8

Private liberal arts 5.9 2.0

Public 2-year 3.1 4.2

Other 4.0 6.83

Type and control of institution

Permanent full-time non-instructional faculty

Higher education institutions offering early or Faculty who took early or phased retirement between
phased retirement between 1987 and 1992 1987 and 1992

Standard error Standard error

Number Number

80.6 253.8

Percent Percent

All institutions 2.1 6.34

Public research — —

Private research — —

Public doctoral 1.9 0.12

Private doctoral 3.4 0.12

Public comprehensive 3.8 4.0

Private comprehensive 5.0 2.4

Private liberal arts 4.1 3.1

Public 2-year 4.1 3.0

Other 4.3 0.73

This estimate represents the population of institutions in this stratum.  Therefore, there is no standard error associated with it.  For more information on this issue,—

see the Technical Notes concerning institutions selected with certainty.
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is1

recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with permanent full-time non-instructional faculty that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and4

whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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Table T4.1 — Standard errors of the percentage of institutions with tenure systems for permanent full-time faculty and
instructional staff and percentage with tenure, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of
institution

Number of
institutions with

permanent full-time
instructional

faculty and staff

Permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff

Percent of Percent of faculty Percent of faculty not
institutions with on tenure track in on tenure track or no
tenure systems 1992 tenure system in 1992

Percent of faculty
tenured in 1992

Standard error Standard error Standard error Standard error Standard error

All institutions 78.9 2.2 0.7 0.5 0.91

Public research — — — — —

Private research — — — — —

Public doctoral 0.5 0.0 1.0 0.5 1.22

Private doctoral 6.6 3.5 3.6 3.0 4.62

Public comprehensive 11.7 0.0 1.1 0.8 0.8

Private comprehensive 17.2 5.1 2.5 1.9 3.4

Private liberal arts 37.8 6.0 2.9 2.3 3.9

Public 2-year 41.3 3.1 2.3 1.0 2.7

Other 51.2 7.2 5.6 1.4 6.23

Type and control of
institution

Number of
institutions with

permanent full-time
non-instructional

faculty

Permanent full-time non-instructional faculty

Percent of Percent of faculty Percent of faculty not
institutions with on tenure track in on tenure track or no
tenure systems 1992 tenure system in 1992

Percent of faculty
tenured in 1992

Standard error Standard error Standard error Standard error Standard error

All institutions 86.2 2.8 1.1 0.6 1.34

Public research — — — — —

Private research — — — — —

Public doctoral 2.2 3.1 1.6 0.5 2.02

Private doctoral 5.1 4.4 2.8 0.4 2.92

Public comprehensive 10.9 3.5 3.4 1.9 4.7

Private comprehensive 17.8 7.2 5.2 2.9 7.6

Private liberal arts 43.8 8.8 3.4 6.7 7.8

Public 2-year 35.6 4.1 4.1 1.3 4.9

Other 61.5 8.0 6.5 0.8 7.13

This estimate represents the population of institutions in this stratum.  Therefore, there is no standard error associated with it.  For more information on—

this issue, see the Technical Notes concerning institutions selected with certainty.
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher education1

level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with permanent full-time non-instructional faculty that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher4

degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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Table T4.2 — Standard errors of the percentage of permanent full-time faculty and instructional staff considered for
tenure and of those considered, the percentage who were granted tenure during the 1992-93 academic year, by
type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of institution track instructional faculty and staff instructional faculty and staff considered
Percent of 1992 permanent full-time tenure Percent of 1992 permanent full-time

considered for tenure for tenure who were granted tenure

All institutions 0.9 2.01

Public research — —

Private research — —

Public doctoral 0.6 0.82

Private doctoral 2.1 7.32

Public comprehensive 2.1 5.5

Private comprehensive 7.0 5.0

Private liberal arts 2.9 11.5

Public 2-year 2.8 4.1

Other 5.6 5.73

Type and control of institution track non-instructional faculty considered instructional faculty considered for
Percent of 1992 permanent full-time tenure Percent of 1992 permanent full-time non-

for tenure tenure who were granted tenure

All institutions 1.2 2.54

Public research — —

Private research — —

Public doctoral 0.7 1.72

Private doctoral 4.5 0.02

Public comprehensive 2.2 3.6

Private comprehensive 3.0 7.9

Private liberal arts 0.7 0.0

Public 2-year 3.1 4.9

Other 3.4 0.03

This estimate represents the population of institutions in this stratum.  Therefore, there is no standard error associated with it.  For more information on—

this issue, see the Technical Notes concerning institutions selected with certainty.
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher education1

level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with permanent full-time non-instructional faculty that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher4

degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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Table T4.3 — Standard errors of the percentage of institutions that limit time on tenure track for permanent full-time
faculty and instructional staff and percentage distribution of the maximum number of years on a tenure
track without tenure, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of
institution

Permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff

Number of institutions
institutions that limit
with tenure time on tenure

systems track

Percent of Percent of institutions with time limits of:

<5 years 5 years 6 years 7 years >7 years

Standard Standard error Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard
error error error error error error

All institutions 78.3 2.1 1.7 1.4 2.3 2.4 1.41

Public research — — — — — — —

Private research — — — — — — —

Public doctoral 0.5 1.4 0.9 0.0 2.6 2.6 1.02

Private doctoral 6.6 5.9 1.5 0.6 5.5 7.2 3.72

Public comprehensive 11.7 3.6 0.5 2.4 3.3 3.3 0.9

Private comprehensive 16.4 5.7 3.0 3.0 6.5 6.9 1.7

Private liberal arts 38.2 6.5 0.0 4.1 8.1 8.2 0.0

Public 2-year 37.9 2.5 3.8 2.2 2.8 3.0 0.7

Other 52.8 9.9 7.3 7.5 11.8 11.7 11.43

Type and control of
institution

Permanent full-time non-instructional faculty

Number of institutions
institutions that limit
with tenure time on

systems tenure track

Percent of Percent of institutions with time limits of:

<5 years 5 years 6 years 7 years >7 years

Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard
error error error error error error error

All institutions 60.2 3.6 3.2 1.5 3.2 4.0 3.24

Public research — — — — — — —

Private research — — — — — — —

Public doctoral 2.3 3.6 0.0 0.2 4.7 4.6 0.02

Private doctoral 2.2 7.0 0.0 0.0 7.9 11.8 12.52

Public comprehensive 11.5 3.6 2.9 3.7 4.8 4.8 2.0

Private comprehensive 14.6 8.1 0.0 7.5 11.4 11.1 3.7

Private liberal arts 33.8 14.2 17.1 0.0 21.6 16.8 0.0

Public 2-year 28.1 4.7 4.8 2.3 2.6 4.5 0.0

Other 36.7 17.4 3.8 0.0 0.0 27.2 26.93

This estimate represents the population of institutions in this stratum.  Therefore, there is no standard error associated with it.  For more information on this issue,—

see the Technical Notes concerning institutions selected with certainty.
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is1

recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with permanent full-time non-instructional faculty that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and4

whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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Table T4.4 — Standard errors of the percentage of higher education institutions that took specific actions related to
tenure during the past five years, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of Number of institutions Percent of institutions that have:
institution with tenure systems

Permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff

Replaced tenured with fixed- Raised tenure
term positions standards Taken other actions

Standard error Standard error Standard error Standard error

All institutions 75.5 1.7 2.0 1.21

Public research — — — —

Private research — — — —

Public doctoral 0.5 1.6 1.4 0.92

Private doctoral 10.0 5.3 9.5 1.62

Public comprehensive 14.8 3.9 3.9 1.9

Private comprehensive 16.4 5.4 4.8 5.4

Private liberal arts 38.8 4.4 4.3 1.9

Public 2-year 38.4 2.7 3.3 1.8

Other 47.0 6.4 9.2 6.13

Type and control of Number of institutions Percent of institutions that have:
institution with tenure systems

Permanent full-time non-instructional faculty

Replaced tenured with fixed- Raised tenure
term positions standards Taken other actions

Standard error Standard error Standard error Standard error

All institutions 53.8 1.1 2.3 1.34

Public research — — — —

Private research — — — —

Public doctoral 1.6 1.6 0.6 0.52

Private doctoral 1.9 0.0 4.6 0.02

Public comprehensive 11.3 2.3 3.6 2.6

Private comprehensive 14.6 5.8 4.3 8.4

Private liberal arts 33.8 4.6 7.1 0.0

Public 2-year 28.3 1.3 4.5 1.9

Other 24.7 0.0 0.0 0.03

This estimate represents the population of institutions in this stratum.  Therefore, there is no standard error associated with it.  For more information on—

this issue, see the Technical Notes concerning institutions selected with certainty.
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher education1

level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with permanent full-time non-instructional faculty that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher4

degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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Table T5.1 — Standard errors of the percentage of higher education institutions offering specified retirement plans to
any permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of with permanent
institution full-time

Number of
institutions

instructional
faculty/staff

Percent of institutions offering specified retirement plans

Any
retirement TIAA/CREF Other 403B State plan

plan

401K or Other
401B retirement

Standard error Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard
error error error error error error

All institutions 78.9 1.2 2.1 2.2 1.6 1.7 2.11

Public research — — — — — — —

Private research — — — — — — —

Public doctoral 0.5 0.0 1.4 2.1 1.7 1.8 2.22

Private doctoral 6.6 0.0 4.8 5.6 1.5 2.2 5.42

Public comprehensive 11.7 0.0 2.2 3.7 2.4 2.5 3.3

Private comprehensive 17.2 0.0 2.3 6.1 1.4 5.2 4.6

Private liberal arts 37.8 2.4 4.6 6.5 1.8 5.2 6.3

Public 2-year 41.3 0.2 3.1 3.0 2.3 2.0 2.5

Other 51.2 4.9 7.1 6.3 4.9 5.0 6.73

This estimate represents the population of institutions in this stratum.  Therefore, there is no standard error associated with it.  For more—

information on this issue, see the Technical Notes concerning institutions selected with certainty.
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher1

education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution
Survey.”
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Table T5.2 — Standard errors of the percentage of higher education institutions offering specified retirement plans to
any permanent full-time non-instructional faculty, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of with permanent
institution full-time non-

Number of
institutions

instructional
faculty

Percent of institutions offering specified retirement plans

Any
retirement TIAA/CREF Other 403B State plan

plan

401K or Other
401B retirement

Standard error Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard
error error error error error error

All institutions 80.6 1.9 2.6 3.1 2.3 2.2 2.61

Public research — — — — — — —

Private research — — — — — — —

Public doctoral 1.8 0.0 0.3 2.0 1.3 1.7 1.72

Private doctoral 6.7 0.0 9.1 7.5 0.0 1.3 8.12

Public comprehensive 10.8 0.0 2.6 3.8 3.0 2.9 3.7

Private comprehensive 17.8 0.0 3.4 7.0 0.0 7.2 4.9

Private liberal arts 43.5 2.7 7.3 8.9 1.3 8.0 8.0

Public 2-year 35.8 0.3 3.7 3.9 3.3 2.4 3.6

Other 53.6 7.9 8.5 9.8 6.3 5.8 8.03

This estimate represents the population of institutions in this stratum.  Therefore, there is no standard error associated with it.  For more—

information on this issue, see the Technical Notes concerning institutions selected with certainty.
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with permanent full-time non-instructional faculty that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or1

higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution
Survey.”
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Table T5.3 — Standard errors of the percentage of higher education institutions offering specified retirement plans to
any part-time instructional faculty and staff, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of
institution

Number of
institutions

with part-time
instructional
faculty/staff

Percent of institutions offering specified retirement plans

Any
retirement TIAA/CREF Other 403B State plan

plan

401K or Other
401B retirement

Standard error Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard
error error error error error error

All institutions 78.8 2.2 1.8 1.4 1.3 0.8 1.31

Public research — — — — — — —

Private research — — — — — — —

Public doctoral 0.5 2.2 2.5 2.5 2.5 1.4 1.82

Private doctoral 6.7 6.3 6.5 6.5 1.8 1.0 2.52

Public comprehensive 11.8 3.7 3.3 3.0 3.5 1.6 2.4

Private comprehensive 17.5 5.2 4.5 3.9 0.0 3.0 1.5

Private liberal arts 37.8 6.3 6.3 4.5 0.0 3.4 1.6

Public 2-year 41.2 3.1 2.4 1.8 3.0 1.2 2.0

Other 51.0 6.3 4.8 3.5 2.7 1.2 4.53

This estimate represents the population of institutions in this stratum.  Therefore, there is no standard error associated with it.  For more—

information on this issue, see the Technical Notes concerning institutions selected with certainty.
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with part-time instructional faculty and staff that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher1

degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution
Survey.”
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Table T5.4 — Standard errors of the percentage of higher education institutions offering specified benefits to any
permanent full-time instructional faculty and staff, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of with permanent
institution full-time

Number of
institutions

instructional
faculty/staff

Percent of institutions offering specified benefits

Wellness Dental Tuition Tuition
program or insurance Life remission/ remission/

health or dental insurance grants for grants for
promotion care spouse children

Medical Disability
insurance or insurance Child care
medical care program

Standard error Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard
error error error error error error error error

All institutions 78.9 2.2 0.5 2.1 1.6 1.3 2.0 1.9 1.81

Public research — — — — — — — — —

Private research — — — — — — — — —

Public doctoral 0.5 2.3 0.0 1.1 0.8 .5 2.5 2.5 2.52

Private doctoral 6.6 5.9 0.0 1.9 3.3 6.7 3.3 2.6 5.42

Public comprehensive 11.7 3.6 0.7 2.2 1.7 0.7 3.6 3.6 3.5

Private comprehensive 17.2 5.9 0.0 4.4 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 4.4

Private liberal arts 37.8 6.5 0.0 6.2 3.1 3.7 3.7 1.1 4.8

Public 2-year 41.3 3.1 0.2 1.9 1.9 0.8 3.0 3.0 3.0

Other 51.2 6.7 2.3 7.2 6.0 5.0 7.2 7.1 4.83

Type and control of with permanent
institution full-time

Number of
institutions

instructional
faculty/staff

Percent of institutions offering specified benefits (continued)

Housing/ Maternity Paternity insurance “Cafeteria-
mortgage leave leave for style”Meals tation/

Transpor-

parking

Medical

retirees

Standard error Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard
error error error error error error error

All institutions 78.9 2.0 1.9 2.3 2.0 2.3 2.3 2.11

Public research — — — — — — — —

Private research — — — — — — — —

Public doctoral 0.5 0.9 1.9 2.1 1.5 1.8 1.8 2.42

Private doctoral 6.6 2.7 2.2 6.2 4.0 6.0 5.8 5.62

Public comprehensive 11.7 1.9 2.2 3.6 3.4 3.7 3.5 3.0

Private comprehensive 17.2 1.8 4.1 6.0 3.0 5.5 6.2 4.4

Private liberal arts 37.8 6.0 6.1 6.2 4.5 6.6 6.7 6.6

Public 2-year 41.3 1.4 1.6 3.1 2.2 3.1 2.7 2.8

Other 51.2 7.2 6.3 7.1 7.1 7.2 7.1 6.13

This estimate represents the population of institutions in this stratum.  Therefore, there is no standard error associated with it.  For more information on this—

issue, see the Technical Notes concerning institutions selected with certainty.
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher education1

level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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Table T5.5 — Standard errors of the percentage of higher education institutions offering specified benefits to any
temporary full-time instructional faculty and staff, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of
institution

Number of
institutions

with temporary
full-time

instructional
faculty and

staff

Percent of institutions offering specified benefits

Wellness Dental Tuition Tuition
program or insurance Life remission/ remission/

health or dental insurance grants for grants for
promotion care spouse children

Medical Disability
insurance or insurance Child care
medical care program

Standard error Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard
error error error error error error error error

All institutions 78.9 1.7 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.8 1.8 1.41

Public research — — — — — — — — —

Private research — — — — — — — — —

Public doctoral 0.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.1 2.1 2.42

Private doctoral 6.7 3.7 6.3 6.3 6.4 5.2 6.4 6.5 2.62

Public comprehensive 11.9 3.5 3.8 3.8 3.7 3.7 2.8 2.6 3.3

Private comprehensive 17.5 4.2 6.1 5.4 5.7 5.6 5.6 5.5 2.8

Private liberal arts 40.0 4.5 6.8 5.6 6.4 6.2 5.8 5.8 4.4

Public 2-year 41.6 2.9 3.1 3.1 3.2 3.1 3.1 3.0 2.8

Other 49.0 4.4 3.5 4.8 4.7 4.6 3.7 3.7 2.33

Type and control of
institution

Number of
institutions

with temporary
full-time

instructional
faculty and

staff

Percent of institutions offering specified benefits (continued)

Housing/ Maternity Paternity insurance “Cafeteria-
mortgage leave leave for style”Meals tation/

Transpor-

parking

Medical

retirees

Standard error Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard
error error error error error error error

All institutions 78.9 0.6 1.2 1.9 1.8 1.6 1.4 1.31

Public research — — — — — — — —

Private research — — — — — — — —

Public doctoral 0.5 0.8 1.7 2.4 2.5 2.5 2.4 2.02

Private doctoral 6.7 1.4 1.0 4.1 4.0 3.5 2.2 2.02

Public comprehensive 11.9 0.9 1.7 3.7 3.7 3.6 3.5 2.4

Private comprehensive 17.5 1.6 3.9 5.6 5.3 4.8 2.3 2.8

Private liberal arts 40.0 2.6 4.0 6.4 5.4 4.0 4.2 3.3

Public 2-year 41.6 0.6 0.8 2.9 3.1 3.0 2.9 2.3

Other 49.0 0.8 3.5 4.3 3.4 3.4 1.6 3.73

This estimate represents the population of institutions in this stratum.  Therefore, there is no standard error associated with it.  For more information on this—

issue, see the Technical Notes concerning institutions selected with certainty.
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with temporary full-time instructional faculty and staff that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher1

degree and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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Table T5.6 — Standard errors of the percentage of higher education institutions offering specified benefits to any
permanent full-time non-instructional faculty, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of with permanent
institution full-time non-

Number of
institutions

instructional
faculty

Percent of institutions offering specified benefits

Wellness Dental Tuition Tuition
program or insurance Life remission/ remission/

health or dental insurance grants for grants for
promotion care spouse children

Medical Disability
insurance or insurance Child care
medical care program

Standard error Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard
error error error error error error error error

All institutions 80.6 2.7 1.0 2.8 2.4 1.8 2.8 2.7 2.21

Public research — — — — — — — — —

Private research — — — — — — — — —

Public doctoral 1.8 2.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 1.9 2.0 2.02

Private doctoral 6.7 6.6 0.0 2.0 6.1 0.0 4.6 4.4 7.32

Public comprehensive 10.8 3.9 0.6 2.6 2.3 1.0 3.7 3.7 3.9

Private comprehensive 17.8 6.9 0.0 5.3 0.0 1.4 1.9 0.0 5.4

Private liberal arts 43.5 8.6 0.0 8.4 5.5 3.7 2.6 0.0 4.5

Public 2-year 35.8 4.1 0.3 2.6 2.7 1.2 3.5 3.8 3.9

Other 53.6 7.4 4.5 9.0 8.5 7.4 10.3 9.9 5.63

Type and control of with permanent
institution full-time non-

Number of
institutions

instructional
faculty

Percent of institutions offering specified benefits (continued)

Housing/ Maternity Paternity insurance “Cafeteria-
mortgage leave leave for style”Meals tation/

Transpor-

parking

Medical

retirees

Standard error Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard
error error error error error error error

All institutions 80.6 2.5 2.7 3.1 2.6 2.8 3.1 2.61

Public research — — — — — — — —

Private research — — — — — — — —

Public doctoral 1.8 1.3 1.9 1.7 0.4 0.6 1.3 1.72

Private doctoral 6.7 2.6 3.5 7.1 7.7 6.1 7.0 7.82

Public comprehensive 10.8 2.2 2.6 3.1 2.4 3.6 2.4 3.6

Private comprehensive 17.8 2.2 5.4 7.2 4.3 6.8 7.2 6.0

Private liberal arts 43.5 7.8 8.0 8.9 7.8 8.9 8.9 9.0

Public 2-year 35.8 1.1 1.5 4.1 3.2 3.8 3.7 3.0

Other 53.6 8.6 10.0 9.7 8.7 8.1 9.5 6.73

This estimate represents the population of institutions in this stratum.  Therefore, there is no standard error associated with it.  For more information on this—

issue, see the Technical Notes concerning institutions selected with certainty.
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with permanent full-time non-instructional faculty that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree1

and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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Table T5.7 — Standard errors of the percentage of higher education institutions offering specified benefits to any
temporary full-time non-instructional faculty, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of with temporary
institution full-time non-

Number of
institutions

instructional
faculty

Percent of institutions offering specified benefits

Wellness Dental Tuition Tuition
program or insurance Life remission/ remission/

health or dental insurance grants for grants for
promotion care spouse children

Medical Disability
insurance or insurance Child care
medical care program

Standard error Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard
error error error error error error error error

All institutions 80.9 2.5 2.8 2.8 2.7 2.7 2.4 2.4 1.71

Public research — — — — — — — — —

Private research — — — — — — — — —

Public doctoral 1.8 2.0 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.1 0.7 1.3 1.72

Private doctoral 6.8 2.8 3.9 3.5 3.9 3.9 3.5 3.2 1.62

Public comprehensive 11.0 3.6 3.9 3.9 3.8 3.9 2.5 2.4 3.4

Private comprehensive 18.2 3.4 7.1 7.0 6.5 6.4 6.3 6.3 3.1

Private liberal arts 43.7 5.6 8.8 8.1 7.3 7.7 7.8 7.8 5.1

Public 2-year 35.9 4.0 4.1 4.1 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 3.4

Other 53.6 8.4 7.6 7.9 7.6 7.6 5.9 5.9 3.33

Type and control of with temporary
institution full-time non-

Number of
institutions

instructional
faculty

Percent of institutions offering specified benefits (continued)

Housing/ Maternity Paternity insurance “Cafeteria-
mortgage leave leave for style”Meals tation/

Transpor-

parking

Medical

retirees

Standard error Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard
error error error error error error error

All institutions 80.9 1.0 2.1 2.5 2.1 1.9 1.9 1.61

Public research — — — — — — — —

Private research — — — — — — — —

Public doctoral 1.8 0.1 1.6 2.1 2.0 1.9 1.4 0.62

Private doctoral 6.8 0.0 0.0 2.8 3.2 2.8 1.6 1.12

Public comprehensive 11.0 0.9 2.0 3.9 3.8 3.5 3.5 2.3

Private comprehensive 18.2 0.9 1.9 5.7 6.1 5.8 2.2 3.3

Private liberal arts 43.7 5.7 7.5 6.6 6.0 4.5 4.7 1.9

Public 2-year 35.9 1.2 1.2 4.0 3.9 3.7 3.7 1.6

Other 53.6 1.1 6.8 7.2 4.8 4.7 5.2 6.33

This estimate represents the population of institutions in this stratum.  Therefore, there is no standard error associated with it.  For more information on this—

issue, see the Technical Notes concerning institutions selected with certainty.
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with temporary full-time non-instructional faculty that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree1

and whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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Table T5.8 — Standard errors of the percentage of higher education institutions offering specified benefits to any part-
time instructional faculty and staff, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of
institution

Number of Percent of institutions offering specified benefits
institutions

with any part-
time

instructional
faculty/staff

Wellness Dental Tuition Tuition
program or insurance Life remission/ remission/

health or dental insurance grants for grants for
promotion care spouse children

Medical Disability
insurance or insurance Child care
medical care program

Standard error Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard
error error error error error error error error

All institutions 78.8 1.8 2.2 1.9 1.9 2.0 1.7 1.6 1.31

Public research — — — — — — — — —

Private research — — — — — — — — —

Public doctoral 0.5 2.5 2.2 2.4 2.5 2.4 2.1 2.0 2.42

Private doctoral 6.7 3.4 6.4 6.6 6.6 3.5 6.5 6.6 3.12

Public comprehensive 11.8 3.1 3.5 3.3 3.3 3.3 2.3 2.2 3.0

Private comprehensive 17.5 3.0 5.4 4.8 2.7 3.8 3.6 3.4 2.9

Private liberal arts 37.8 6.0 6.4 5.8 5.7 5.6 5.4 5.3 3.5

Public 2-year 41.2 2.6 3.0 2.4 2.8 2.8 2.5 2.3 2.1

Other 51.0 5.1 6.5 5.8 5.4 6.3 5.2 4.8 3.43

Type and control of
institution

Number of
institutions

with any part-
time

instructional
faculty/staff

Percent of institutions offering specified benefits (continued)

Housing/ Maternity Paternity insurance “Cafeteria-
mortgage leave leave for style”Meals tation/

Transpor-

parking

Medical

retirees

Standard error Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard Standard
error error error error error error error

All institutions 78.8 0.9 1.6 2.1 1.8 1.5 1.5 1.51

Public research — — — — — — — —

Private research — — — — — — — —

Public doctoral 0.5 0.8 1.9 2.4 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.02

Private doctoral 6.7 1.0 0.0 4.0 4.0 3.1 6.8 2.12

Public comprehensive 11.8 1.0 1.8 3.5 3.1 3.0 2.8 1.7

Private comprehensive 17.5 0.6 3.6 5.5 3.0 3.5 3.3 1.5

Private liberal arts 37.8 2.6 5.2 6.7 5.6 5.6 4.8 4.6

Public 2-year 41.6 0.3 0.5 2.4 2.1 2.2 2.2 1.9

Other 51.0 3.3 5.4 6.3 5.5 3.4 4.1 4.83

This estimate represents the population of institutions in this stratum.  Therefore, there is no standard error associated with it.  For more information on this—

issue, see the Technical Notes concerning institutions selected with certainty.
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with part-time instructional faculty and staff that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and1

whose accreditation at the higher education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”



Table T5.9 — Standard errors of the percentage of higher education institutions with criteria for benefit eligibility for part-time instructional faculty and
staff, by type and control of institution:  Fall 1992

Type and control of
institution

Number of
institutions with Number of

part-time institutions with
instructional any criteria
faculty/staff

Minimum hours per week Minimum length of employment

Percent of Percent of faculty Percent of Percent more than Percent of faculty
institutions meeting minimum institutions one academic year meeting minimumAverage hours

Standard Standard Standard error Standard error Standard Standard error Standard error Standard
error error error error

All institutions 78.8 70.1 2.0 0.8 2.2 1.3 0.7 2.91

Public research — — — — — — — —

Private research — — — — — — — —

Public doctoral 0.5 2.1 2.5 0.5 1.8 2.4 1.7 2.62

Private doctoral 6.7 6.5 6.5 1.2 6.7 6.6 6.7 6.02

Public comprehensive 11.8 10.7 3.3 0.9 2.5 3.1 2.0 3.6

Private comprehensive 17.5 14.6 5.0 1.6 3.9 4.6 3.9 6.9

Private liberal arts 37.8 31.4 5.7 1.7 6.9 4.0 2.7 9.5

Public 2-year 41.2 31.6 2.6 1.2 3.2 2.1 1.2 5.2

Other 51.0 50.6 6.1 3.8 8.9 3.4 0.0 19.93

This estimate represents the population of institutions in this stratum.  Therefore, there is no standard error associated with it.  For more information on this issue, see the Technical Notes—

concerning institutions selected with certainty.
 All accredited, nonproprietary U.S. postsecondary institutions with part-time instructional faculty and staff that grant a 2-year (A.A.) or higher degree and whose accreditation at the higher1

education level is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.
 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools.2

 Public liberal arts, private 2-year, and religious and other specialized institutions, except medical.3

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, “Institution Survey.”
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1993 NATIONAL STUDY OF POSTSECONDARY  FACULTY (NSOPF)
INSTITUTION QUE~ONNAIRE

Gened Instm&”ons

obtaining COUNS of different finds of fac~w/stfi is ~ ~PO~t Pm Of NSOpF-93. The ~titution  questionnak
seeks information about full-  and part-time instruct.iond  faculty and other instructional personne~  as wclJ as JIOD-
insructional  faculty in 2- md 4-YGU (ad above) ~ghcr Cdu=tion  ~~EU~OIM of ~ WCS =d SiZCS. Setion  I Pcrtains
to full-time instructional faculv/staff,  Section II pcfiti to full-time non-instmt.ional  faculty, and Section III
pertains to part-time instructional faculty/staff.  For more information on who to include  or exclude in cacb of the
sections of this questionnaire,  Dlcasc refer to the rlossam below and/or  the introduction at each section. Since we are
asking about full- and part-time, and permanent and tempor~  facuky/sti  as dcilncd by YOU iIIStitUtiOIL please tite
in those deftitions  in the space provided in the glossary.

Most questions ask you to ill in information;  write in the number in the space  provided-  Other questions ask you to
circle  a number to indkwe  your response; circle the number in front of the response, and not the response itself.
Please read each question carefully and follow all instructions. Some of the questions may not appear to fit your
institution prc&cly  if you have a response other than those listed  for a particular qucstio% twice  in that response.

Many questions ask about the 1992 FaLl Tcnn.  By&& wc mean *tcvcr admnic  tcmn was in progress on
October 15, 1992. If your institution has multiple campuses  answer only for the campus named in the label on the
back of tic questionnaire.

Please keep track of who 6US out this questionnaire and ~ in this information on page 20. Mailing instructions for
the compicted questionnaire arc also on page 20.

If you have any questions on how to proceed if your institution has both lay fixulty and those assigned by a religious
order, or if you have other questions,  please  call NORC toll-free at 1-800-733-NORC.

Glossmy

instructional facuhy/staff-All  institutional staff (faculty  and non-faculty)  whose major regular assignment at this
institution (more than 50Yo) is instruction.  This corresponds te the IPEDS  dcfition.  Individuals do not need to have
a dcdicatcd instructional assignment to bc included in this catcgoxy.  Be sure to include (1) administrators whose major
responsibility is instruction (2) individuals with major instructional assignments who have temporary, adjunct,  acting,  or
visiting staw, (3) individuals whose major regular assignment is instruction but who have been granted release tirnc  for
other institutional activities and (4) individuals whose major regular assignment is instruction but who are on
sabbatid  from your institution.

Please do ~ include: Graduate or undergraduate teaching assistants,  postdoctoral appointees,  temporary
replacements for personnel on sabbatical leave,  instructional personnel on leave without pay or teaching outside the
U.S. military personnel who teach only ROTC courses,  and instructional personnel supplied by independent
contractors.

Non-instructional kulty-fl institutional staff who have faculty status but would not be included as instructional
faculty since their specific and major regular z&gnmcnt  is w instruction but may bc for the purpose of conducting
rescara performing public scrvicc, or carrybg  out administrative  functions of the institution.

ON THE NEXT PAGE, PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR INSTITUTION’S DEFINITIONS OF
FULL AND PART-TIME AND PERMANENT AND TEMPORARY FACULIY/STAFF.
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Full-time instruction facuIQ’/staff  -IN YOUR INS~OWS DEFIN~ON)

Full-time non-instructional faculty (WUIZE IN YO~ INS7i7V770N’S  DEFIN~ON)

instrwtional  fscdQ/staff  (W?WE IN YOUR IN~ON’S DEFINllTON)

Part-time non-instructional faculty (lWU7Z  IN YOUR INS~ON!S DEFIN~ON)

Permanent facuJty/instructional  staff (URXZZ IN YO~ INS177Z1770N’S  DEFINl170N)

Tempomry  faculty/instmmtional  M (UWZE IN YOUR INS77TU770N’S DEFIN~ON)

PLEASE FILL OUT THE REST OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE USING YOUR INSTITUTION’S DEFINITIONS  OF
PULL AND PART-TIME  AND PERMANENT AND TEMPORARY FACULTY/STAFF.  PLEME  REMEMBER
THAT THE 1992 FALL TERM IS THE PRIMARY REFERENCE PERIOD.

I I
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1. During the 1992 FdJ  T-, b- m-y of ~~ Of tie foIJ- 91ES Of ~ ~ =Powd by your
institution?  Include both psrmanent  d ~PoW hc~Q@ff.  _  INA NUWBER ON EACH ~NE;
F NONE,  WUllZ  IN “O”)

a. Full-time instrudonal  facuhy/staff

b. Part-time instructional facuhy/statl

c. Full-time non-instructional faculty

d. Part-time non-instructional faculty

I GUIDE~moNNAIRE
I

STITUTION  HAD ANY FUXLTIME  INSTRUCTIONAL FACUL’IYKMFF,  BEGIN WITHIF YOUR m
SECTfON  10N THE NEXT PAGE. IF YOUR INSTITUTION DID NOT HAVE ANY FULL-TIME
INSTRUCTIONAL FACULTY/STAFF,  SKIP TO SECTION 11 ON P= 10.
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SECTION I: -TIME mST’RUc~oNAL FACULTY/STAFF

h
QUESTIONS 2-14 APPLY TO PERMANENT FULbT’IME INSTRUC’I’IOIWL  FACULm/ST- (REFER  TO
THE GLOSSARY ON PAGE 1)

QUESTIONS 15-16 APPLY TO TEMPORARY FUI&TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL FACULTY/STAFF

QUESTIONS 17-19 APPLY TO& FULL-TIME INSTRU~ONAL FA~7Y/STAFF

2.

3.

4.

5.

Please provide tbe following infomatioa about changes in the number of permanent full-time instructional
faculty/staff be- tbe 1991 and 1992 Fall Turns.
WRf=lNA =ER 0NJ=4CHuME;  IFNOJW  U?UIIEIN ‘o”)

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

Total permanent fidl-time  instructional faculty/staff during 1992 Fall Tam
(IF ALL FUSL-77ME  INS27WX770NN  FACLZ~/SZXFFAT YOtLU INSTJTU770NARE
PERMANE~,  THXS  NUMBER SHOW EQW I?lE NUMBER REPORIED IN
QUESZ70N I(L ON PAGE 3)

Number of permanent full-time instructional faculty/sM  at the beginning of the 1992 Fall Term
who were tied since  tbe beginning of the 1991 Fall Term

Number of permanent full-time instructional facul~/@ who retired between tbc beginning of tbe
1991 Fall Term and the beginning of the 2992 Fall Term

Number of permanent iid.1-time  instructional faculty/suM wbo left because of downsi&g  between
tbc beginning of tbe 1991 Fall Term and tbe beginning of the 1992 Fal Term

Number of permanent full-time “m!ructional  faculty/staff who left for other reasons bmvr,cn  the
bcgiming  ofthc1991Fall  Tennandtbe~dtie  1992 Fall Tcnn

Total pcrmsncnt full-time instructional faculty/~  during 1991  Fall Term

How many ymnanent  full-time instmctional fkulty/staff  did yonr institution seek to hire for tbe 1992 Fall
Term? (WUZE  INA NU$fBE~  IF NOW UW71Z  IN “O”)

Number of permanent full-time instxwctional  fatuity/staH

Were any pcnnanent fidl-thne  instructioaaJ  facnhy/s~~ositions  not filled for the 1992 Fall Tem due to
tlscal  Constnlints? (CIRCLE  ONE NUMBER)

1. Yes ~ (A) Number of un611cd  positions (WWZE INA NUMBER)

2 No

Does your institution have ● tenure system for full-time instmctional  fhculty/staff?
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1. Yes (CONTINUE  WITH QUESTION 6 ON THE NEXT PAGE)

2 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 11 ON PAGE 6)

78



6. DUTM he 1992 -d 1991 Fall Terms!  h~ ‘~Y ~u~d and bmhd fill-e ~s~ctiod facuhy/staff
did your institution have? (WUIE IN A NUMBER ON E4CH LINE; IF NOIW  UW7E  IN “p)

a. Tenured  1992  F~ Te~

b. Tenure-track, 1992  Fall Term

c. TenurecL 1991 FzdI T e r m

d. Tenure-trackj 1991 Fall Term

7. Of those tenured full-time instructional faculty/staff who left your institution betmeo *C beginning of the
1991 Fall Term and the beginning of the 1992 Fall Tsrm, how many keft fur tach of tic following masons?
(W?U7E  INA  NUMBER 0NE4CHLINE;  LFNOl@ - IN V“)

a. Retirement

b. Downsking

c For other reasons

a - he 1992-93  a-demic  year (~ Fail 1992 through Spring 1993),  how many full-time instTutiod
faculty/staiT  at your institution were considered for tenu~ and how many wwe gmnted ten-? (WRZ’?E  IN
A NUMBER ON E4CH  LINE; IF NOW UWIE IN “W)

a. Numkr of full-time instructional faculty/s@ considered for tenure

b. Number of full-time instructional fkulty/staff granted tenure

9. FfIl h the fobwing  infomnation  8hout  the maximum number  of w fulht.isne  instructional faculty/staff can
he on a tenure lmicL (WIUIZ INA MIMBER  ON EACH  LfNE)

a. Maximum number of years full-time iasuuc.tional tkculty/staf3 can be on a tenure track and noc
x receive tenure (IF NO MAXIMUM, U!RRELVV”)

b. If maximum number of years has changed during past 5 ycars  write in previous maximum
x (IF NO CHANGE, MUTE  IN W’)

10. During tk past 6VS wars,  has your institution done aIJy of the following?
(CIRCLE  ONE NUMBER FOR E4CHAC170N)

& JyQ

12a. Replaced some tenured or tenure-track full-time instructional faculty with faculty on furcd-
term contracts

1 2 b. Made the standards more s@ingcnt  for granting tenure to full-time instructional
facuky/staff

12& Taken any other actions designed to lower the percent of tenured full-time instructional
fatuity/staff (DESCRfBEANYAC170NS  TMN)
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11. During  tbe past five Y’==, ~S your in~tution offend ‘rIY  or P~ed ~ti~~t to MY ~ent full.time
instructional faculty/sU~ (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1. Yes —> (A.) Number of permanent  fidl-tixne  kruct.ional  facuhy/staH  wbo took advantage o; tfi
— offer during the past five years = IN A NUMBElt F NONE,  WWZE  IN VU)

2. No

12. indicate if each of tbe Wirement  plans listed below is ● vailable  to any pmmanent full-time instxmtional
faculty/staff at your institution. If ● vailable,  please iodicate  wbetber tbe plan is subsidized or not subsidized
by your institution.

(12A)

Fully - Not
subsidized

a. TLM/CREF pklll 1. Yes —b

I
1 2 3

2, No

b. Other 403B plan 1. Yes —b

I

1 2 3
2. No

c. state pktr.1 1. Yes —b
II

1 2 3
2 No

d. 4(M.K or 401B plan 10 Yes —b
II

1 2 3
2 No

e. Other retirement plan 1. Yes ~ 1 2 3
2 No
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13. ladicate  which of be following employ=  knefi~  is a~ilable  at Your ~~~~on  to w w~~t  full-time
irIstructional faculty/stafT.  If available,  indica@ tietber tie bendt is subsidized or not subsidized by your
institution.

(13A)

a. Wel&css  program or health 1. Yes ~
promotion 2 No

b. Medical  insurance or medical care 1. Yes ~
2 No

c Dental iasurame or dental care 1. Yes ~
2 No

d. Disabiiry  insurance program 1. Yes ~
2 No

e. Life insurance 1. Yes ~
2 No

f. Tuition remission/grants at this or 1. Yes —b
other institutions for spouse 2 No

E Tuition remission/grants at this or 1. Yes ~
other institutions for children 2 No

h Child care 1. Yes ~
2 No

i Housing/mortgage 1. Yes ~
2 No

j. Meals 1. Yes ~
2. No

k. Transportation/parking 1. Yes ~
2. No

L Maternity Acave 1. Yes ~
2. No

m. Paternity leave 1. Yes ~
2 No

n. Medical insurance for retirees 1. Yes ~
2 No

o. ‘Cafetena-styles  benefits plan 1. Yes ~
(plan uoderwhicb dcantradc 2 No
off some benefits for othem
following guidelines established by
the institution)

14 What is the avemge percentage of salary that is
pemnanent full-time instmmtional facuhy/staff?

%

Fully
I

Pmtialiy
I

Not
subsidized Subsidized Subsidized

1 2 3

1 “2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

M

contributed by your institution to the total  benefits package for
_ IN PERCENTAGE;  IF NONYi%IZE IN “O”)
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15.

16.

h any of the ● mployee  benefits listed in Question 13 available to teMtJomry full-time instructi~a]
fuky/staff  at your institution? (CIRCLE  ONE NUMBER OR DK)

1. Yes (ANSWR QWSTION  16)

7-. No (SKIP TO Q~mON 17 ON THE NEXT PAGE)
DIC Don’t KnOW (SKIP TO QUESTION 17 ON THE NEXI’ PAGE)

Indicate which of the following etnplo~ benefits is available to temuotwy  full-~me  instructional  faculty/staff
at your institution.  If available, indicate whether the benefit is subsidized or not subsidized by your institution.
(IF YOU DONT KNOW UTIE7?iER  A BENEF~  IS AVAIUB~ CIRCLE “D17)

(i6A)

a. Weilness program or health 1. Yes ~
promotion 2. No DK

b. Medical insurance or medhl  care 1. Yes —e
2. No DK

c. Dental insurance or dental care 1. Yes —b
2. No DK

d. Disability insurance progam 1. Yes ~
2. No DK

e. Life insurance 1. Yes ~
2. No DK

f. Tuition remission/grants at this or 1. Yes —b
other institutions for spouse 2 No DK

g. Tuition rcmissbn/grsnts  at this or 1. Yes ~
other institutions  for cbil&en 2. No DK

h. Child care 1. Yes —b
2. No DK

i. Hottsing/mortgitgc 1. Yes —b
2. No DK

j. Mea ls 1. Yes —b
2 No DK

k. Transportation/parking 1. .Yes ~
2 No DK

1. Matcxnity Icavc 1. Yes ~
2 No DX

m. Paternity leave 1. Yes ~
2. No DK

n. Medical insurance  for retirees 1. Yes ~
2 No DK

o. “Cafeteria-srylem  benefits pian 1. Yes ~
(plan under which staff am trade 2 No DK
off some benefits for othe~
following guidelines established by
the institution)

Folly
I
-y

I
Not

Subsidized Subsidized Subsidized

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3
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17. -t ~rcentage of undc~duate  inStnJCtiOn,om  mas-d by to~ s~d~t -alit  houm taugb~ is med by
~ fill.time  permanent and tempomry  iastrumoml  faCUky/staff?  Student credit  bourn are dcfioed ~ ~e
number of coufie ~~ts or con~ct  bou= multiplied  by tie DUm~ of s~d~~ ~~~ed. (UKZE  ONE
NUMBER)

1. NONE

2. Less than 10%

3. 10-24%

4. 25-49%

5. SO-74%

6. 7S-99%

7. 100%

I& * aoy of the foUoW@B used in assessing the f=- p=fo~ce  of full-be (pe~ent  or tempo-)
instructiomil  faculty/staff ●t this institution?  (URUE ONE NUMBER OR “D~ ON UCH  LZNE)

&s

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

J&

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

Don’t
Know

DK

DK

DK

DK

DK

DK

DK

DK

DK

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

G

b.

i

Student evaluations

Student test scores

Studcat  career placement

Other measures of student pcrfommmcc

Department/division  chair evahmtions

Dean evaluations

Peer evaluations

Self-cvahations

Otbcr (DESCIUBE)

PIUPOL of collective bgainbg  with this hstitutioo?  (CIRC.U  ONE kER)’

L  Ycs~ (A.) % (approximate)  percent rcprcscnted  (W?W?7Z  IN PERCHWAGE)

2 No
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IF YOU INDICATED YOUR INSTITUTION HAD NO FULL-TIME NON-INSTRUrnONAL  FACULTY (AT
QUESTION lc), PLEASE SKIP TO SE~ON 111, PAGE 15. OTHERWISE, CONTINUE WITH SECHON 11.

QUESTIONS 20-30 APPLY TO PERMANENT FULL-TIME NON-INSTRUCTIONAL FACULTY (REFER TO
THE GLOSSARY ON PAGE 1). PLEME  WRITE IN BELOW EXAMPLES OF SOME OF THE TITLES OR
POSITIONS HELD BY NON-INSTRUCTIONAL FACULTY AT YOUR INSTTIUTI ON (e.g. RESEARCH
SCIENTIST,  COMMUNICATIONS DIRECTO~  VICE-PRESIDENT, ETC.).

QUESTIONS 31-33 APPLY TO TEMPORARY FULL-TIME  NON-INSTRUC’ITONAL  FACULTY.

20. Please provide the following information about changes in the number of permanent full-time non-insmIctional
faculty between the 1991 and 1992 Fall Temns.  (WRX7Z INA lW4fBER  ON EACH LINE; IF NONE, WUfTE
IN “O. “ IF YOU DONT KNOX MRxlZ IN “D~)

a. Total permanent full-time non-instructional faculty duxing  W92 Fall Term

b. Number of permanent fd-tirne  non-instructional faculty at the beginning of the 1992 Fall Term
wbo were hired since the beginning of the 1991  Fall Tam

c. Number of permanent full-time non-instructional faculty who retired between the beginning of the
1991 Fall  Term and the bcginuing of the 1992 Fall Term

d, Number of permanent full-time non-instructional faculty who left because of downsking between
the beginning of the 1991 Fall Term and the beginning of the 1992  Fall Term

e. Number of permanent full-time non-instructional faculty who left for other reasons between the
beginning of the 1991 Fall Term and the bcgiauing  of the 1992 Fall Term

f. Total pexmsnent full-time non-instructional faculty during 1991  Fall Term

21. Does your institution have ● tenu~  system for full-time non-instructional faculty?
(CIRCUi ONE NUMEER)

1. Yes 2 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 27 ON PAGE 12)

22. During the 1992 and 1991 Fall Terms, how many tenured and tmm.re-track  fidl-time non-instructional faculty
did your institution havs? (WMZE  INA NUMBER ON EACH LJNE; IF NON~  W?IZZ IN ‘O”)

a. Tcnur~ 1992 Fall Term

b. Tenure-tra+ 1992 Fall Term

c. Tenure~  1991 Fall Term

d. Tenure-tra~ 1991 Fall Term
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23.

24.

25.

26.

Of those tenured non-~~ctio~  ~~~ty *o 1* Yow ~titition ~ *e -W Of tie 1991 Fall
Term and the beginniw of tie 192 F~l Term? h~ -Y ‘en ‘or ‘d ‘f me fo~- ~o~?
(#21T.E INA NUMBER ON E4CH  LINE; IF NONEj lW’ZE  IN “O”)

a. Retirement

b. D~

c For otbcr masons

_ tie 1~-~ a=demics  (k F~ lm -I@ SP~ 1993), h= many full-time  non-instructional
fkulty at your institution we=  considered for tcnx and how many ucre gmnted tenure?
(U!RRi5 INA NUMBER  ON UCHLXNE;  LF NOM WUZE  IN W’)

a. Number of permanent fall-time non-instructional faculty considerd  for tenure

b. Number of permanent fidl-time  non-instructional _ granted tenure

Fill  in the following information about  the *um numhar of years fail-time non-instructional faculty can
he on ● tsnure tnmk. (UWIEINA  NUMBER  ON EACHUNE)

Mum number of years full-time non-”ms&uctional  faculty staEcan beonatcnurc  track and
not receive tenure (IF NO WMfX14, U?Rf7E IN ‘V)

If maximum number of years has changed during past 5 p write in previous maximum
(P NO CHANGEj UW7Z  IN V’)

_ tie past five yam, has your institution done any of the following?
(CIRCLE  ONE NZLWER FOR EACHAC770N)

1 2a. Rcplaccd  some tenured or tenure-track fidhime mm-instructional faculty positions with
fimlty  on w-term COnExts

1 2 b. Made the standards more S@ingcnt  for granting tenure to M-time non-instructional
faculty

1 2L Taken any other ● ctions designed to lower the pcrccnt of tenured full-time non-
instructional faculty (DESCRIBE  ANYACZ70NS  T-N)
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27. During tbe Pt five ~1’s, hss Your ‘nsti~tion ofle=d  ~y ‘r p-d ~Wt’0‘Y ~ent fulkne
non-instructio~l  faculty? (CIRCLE  ONE NUMBER)

1. Yes —> (A,) Number of pcnnancnt  ti-~me non-~~~ion~  fa~v *O took ad$f=tage  of thk
— offer during the past five yeass  m IN A NUMBER IF NONE, mTE IN “O”)

2. No

28. Indicate if cacb of tbe rethment  plans listed below is available to any permanent full-time non-instmctional
faculty at your institution.  1f available please indicate whether the plan is subsidized or not subsidized by
your institution.

(28A)
v ~ —

Fully :“PaItiaDy  , Not
Subs id ized  ‘“ “Subsidised Subsidized

-
a. TI.&A/CREF plan 1. Yes —b

I
1 2 3

2. No

b. Other 403B plan 1. Yes —D
I

1 2 3
2 No

c. state plan 1. Yes —b
I

1 2 3
2. No

d. 4(HK or 401B plan 1. Yes —b
I

1 2 3
2. No

e. Other retirement plan 1. Yes —+
I

1 2 3
2 No
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29. Indicate which of tie foll~ing  enmlome benefi~ is available at your ~s~~tion  ~ my p~anent full-time--.— -. .
non-instructional faculv. If available,  indicate whether the benefit is subsibd  or not subsidized by your
*titution.

(29A)

a. Wellness  program or health promotion 1. Yes —*
Z No

b. Medical insurance or medical  care 1. Yes —~
2. No

c. Dental insurance or dental care 1. Yes —b
2. No

d. Disabtityinsurancc  program 1. Yes —w
2 No

e. Life insurance 1. Yes ~
2 No

f. Tuition remission/grants at this or other 1. Yes —b
institutions for spouse 2 No

g. Tuition  re*lon/grants  at this or other 1. Yes —b
institutions for children 2. No

h. Child care 1. Yes —b
2 No

L Housing/mortgage 1. Yes —b
2. No

j. Meals 1. Yes —b
2. No

k. Transportation/parking 1. Yes —b
2 No

L Maternity leave 1. Yes —b
2 No

m. Paternity leave 1. Yes —b
2 No

n. Medical insurance for retirees 1. Yea —w
2. No

o. ‘Cafeteria-style’  benefits plan (plan under which 1. Yes ~
staff - trade off some benefits for othe~ 2 No
following guidehncs  established by the
institution)

Fully
I

Partially
I

Not
Subsidized Subsidized Subsidized

1 2 3

1. 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

30. What is the avemge  percentage of salary that is contributed by your institution to the total benefits package for
permanent full-time non-instmctional  facu!~ fWZIZE IN PERCENTAGE;  IF NONE, W7U7Z  IN %“) -

%
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31.

32.

Are any of the emplowe benetlts listed in Question 29 available to temDoram  full-time non-instructional faculty
at you; institution_?  ~CIRCLE ONE NUMBER OR DK)

1. Yes (ANSWER QUESTION 32)

2. No (SKIP TO SECIION 111 ON PAGE 15)
DK. Don’t Know (SKIP  TO SErnON 111 ON PAGE 1S)

Indicate which of these employee  bendlts  is available to temporary full-time non-instrudod  faCUltY at your
institution.  If available,  indicate wbetier tie kefit is subsidized or not subsidized by your institution.
(IF YOU DON’T JOJOWIFA BENEFIT IS AV21UBLE, CIRCLE “DK’7 (32A)

Fully
I

PaIfially
subsidt~  Subsidized

a. Wellness  program or health promotion 1. Yes —*
2 No DK

1 2 3

b. Medid  insurance or medkl  care 1. Yes —e
2. No DK

1 2 3

c Dental insurance or dental care 1. Yes —*
2 No DK

1 2 3

d. Disabtity  insurance program 1. Yes —*
2. No DK

1 2 3

1 2 3c. Ltie insurance 1. Yes —b
2. No DK

f. Tuition retilon/grmts  at this or other 1. Yes —*
institutions for spouse 2 No DK

g. Tuition remission/grants at this or other 1. Yes —~
institutions for children 2. No DK

1 2 .3

1 2 3

h. Child care 1. Yes -~
2 No DK

1 2 3

i. Housing/mortgage 1. Yes —P
2. No DK

1 2 3

1 2 3j. Mea ls 1. Yes —
2. No ;K

k. Transportation/parking 1. Yes —
2 No :K

1 2 3

L Maternity leave 1. Yes —*
2 No DK

1 2 3

m. Paternity leave 1. Yes —
2. No ;K

1 2 3

n. Medical insurance for retirees 1. Yes —b
2 No DK

1 2 3

1 2 3

4

0. “Cafeteria-style=  benefits plan (plan under which 1. Yes —
staff can trade off some benefits for other% 2. No ;K
following guidelines established by the institution)

33. * any of your full-time eon-instructional faculty legally represented by a union (or other association)  for
purposes of collective bargaining with this institution? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1. Yes —F (A.) (approximate) percent represented (W?IZE  IN PERCENTAGE)
2. No
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SECmoN m: PmT-TIME  msTRu~oNAL  FMUL’rY/STAFF

I

IF YOU INDICATED THAT YOUR INSTITUTION HAD NO PART=nME INSTRU~ONAL
FACULTY/STAFF (AT QUESTION lb),  PLEASE SKIP TO PAGE 20. OTHERWSE,  CONTINUE WITH
SECTION 111.

)

34. Are any retirement plans available to any pan-time instructional facuhy/s~  at your institution?
(aJ?&

1. Yes

ONE NUtiBER)

2. No (SKIP TO QUESTION 36)

35. Indicate wbicb of tbe retirement plans listed bekm is ● vailable  tow part-time instructional faculty/staK  at
your institution. If ● vaiiable  pl~e indicate wbetber tbe plan is subsidised or not subsidhd by your
institution.  (IF YOU DON’T 10JOWIF A PLAN IS AVXI’L& CIRCLE ‘!DK”)

(35A)

Fully PaltiaUy N o t
subsidized ‘‘ “Subsidized Subsidized

~~ ~
a. TIAA/CREF Plan 1. Yes ~

II
1 2 3

2 No DK

b. Other 403B plan 1. Yes —b
2. No DK

c State plzm 1. Yes ~
2. No DK

d 401K or 4(UB plan 1. Yes —e
2. No DK

c. Other retirement pIaa 1. Yes ~
2 No DK

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

36. Am any emplope beueflts  available to any part-time instnwtional  faculty/staff at your institution?
(CIRCLE  ONE NUMBER)

1. Yes (CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 37 ON THE NEXT PAGE)

2 NO (SKJP  TO QUESTION 41 ON PAGE 17)
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37. lndicatc  which of the folJo~ng  ● mployee benefi~ is ● vailabie  at your iSIS~tUtiOSI  to ~ ptime instructional
facuhy/staff.  If avaiiabic,  indicate- ~ether the benefit is subsidized or not subsi@d by your institution.
(IF YOU DON’T KNOW IF A BENEFIT IS AVXL4BLE,  CIRCLE “DK’)

(37A)

a. Wellness  program or hcaith  promotion 1. Yes —
2. No :K

b. Medical  insurance or medid care 1. Ycs —
2. No ;K

c Dental insurance or dental  wc 1. Yes —
2. No ;K

d. Disabtity  insurance program 1. Yes —
2. No :K

e. Life insurance 1. Yes —
2. No :K

f. Tuition remii@on/grants  at this or other 1. Yes —
institutions for spouse 2. No ;K

g. Tuition retilon/grants at this or other 1. Yes —
institutions for chii&cn 2. No :K

h. Child are 1. Yes —
2. No :K

i. I-lousing/mortgage 1. Yes —
2. No jK

j. Meals 1. Yes —
2. No :K

k. Transposition/parking 1. Ycs —
2. No ~K

1. Maternity leave 1. Yes —
2. No :K

m. Paternity icavc 1. Yes —
2. No ;K

n. Medical insurance for retirees 1. Yes —
2. No iK

o. ‘Cafeteria-style”  benefits pian (plan under which 1. Yes —
staff can trade off some benefits for other% 2. No ;K
following guidelines established by the
institution)

p. Other 1. Yes —
2. No ;K

>

Fuiiy
I

Pamiaiiy
I

Not
Subsidized Subsidized Subsidized

1 2 3

1. 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

~

38. What is the avemge percentage of saia~ that is contributed by your institution to the total  benefits packaze for
part.time  instnctionai  fatuity/stafX?  (~ IN PERC.EN’ZAGE; F AT(?Ng  ~ IN “(l”)  - -

%
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39. Does your institution ~ve anJ’ ~tefi bat ‘Ust k ‘et& ‘d- ‘or ~tie b~~o~ facultY/stiff  to be
eligible for any benefits? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1. Yes 2. No (SIUP TO QUESTION 41)

40. IIIdicatc which requirements  must k met at your institution  by -time ins~tional  faculty/staff  to be
eligible for any benefhs. (IF YOU DON’T HVOWIF A REQUIREMENTAPPLIES,  CIRCLE “D~)

(40A) (40B)

a. Minimum number of 1. Yes —b
hours employed per 2, No DK
week at institution

b. Minimum length of time 1. Yes —b
employed at institution 2. No DK

c Other rquircment 1. Yes —b
2. No DK

Deaaiption of
Requirement

Parent  of Part-time
In&ructiond  Faculty/Staff

WMeet’Ihia
s&qIlirement

number of hours _%
required per week

(CfRUE ONE)

1. Less than one
academic year

2 Oncacadcmicycar

3. More than one
academic year

(DESCIUBE)

—%

—%

41. What percentage of undergraduate instnxtionj  as measured by total student cmlit hours taugh~ is camied by
put-time  instructional faculty/staff?  Student credit hours are de5ned  as the number of coume credits or
contact hours mukiplied by the number of studenta  enrollei  (NOZ?Z: ZHE  PERCENTAGES YOU
INDIC47Z HERE PLUS ANY PERCENTAGES YOU INDIUXED  AT QUES170N  17 ON PAGE 9 SHOULD
NOT EXCEED 1(K?%)

1. NONE

2 Lcmthanlo%

3. lo-a%

4. 2549%

s. 5G74

6. 7S-99%

7. MO%
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42. ~ any of tie fo]lowiag  used in assessing the teaching performance ofprt-time instructional fimulty/staff  at

this  institution? (CIRCLE  ONE NUMBER  OR “DK’ ON Z4CH  LINE)

~ &

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

Donl
Know

DK

DK

DK

DK

DK

DK

DK

DK

DK

a.

b.

c

d.

e.

f.

g.

h.

i.

Student evaluations

Student test scores

Student seer placement

Other measures of student

Department/division

Dean evaluations

Peer evaluations

Self-evaluations

Other (DESCRZBE)

pcrbnname

chair evaluations

43. kc any of your part-time instructional fhculty legally  represented by ● union (or other association)  for
purposes of collective bar,@ning  with this institution?  (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1. Y e s  ~ (A.) % (approximate)  percent represented (UTUIZ IN PERCENTAGE)

2. No
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b d

pkase fill in your name nd your titie  at thk institutio~ as well as the names and titles of aDy o~er
individuals WhO ~ve an~md OBe or mom qu~tions  ‘n ‘is questiOnntim*  ~d *e qu~tion  numkrs each
individual worked on. ~~ude @lepbone num~m  in =USE wc ~ve anY qufiho~ about ~Y CDtrieS.

Your responses to these ihms, m with all o~er iWMS iD ~i qu=tion~m  = volunx nd tictly
confidential.  TIM information prodded  iD ~is qu=tion~i= wiJJ ~ ~ed OnlY iB S~tiSti~ Summaries.
Furthermore,  all information tit would Pit id~tifi=tion  of ~~vidu~,  ~~u* ~CS Md telephone
numbers, will be removed from survey files.

YOUR NAME:

PHONE

OTHER

PHONE

O T H E R

P H O N E

olHER

PHONE

OTHER

P H O N E

#:

NAME:

#!

NAME

#:

NAME

#:

NAME:

mrLE:

QUESTION #c

Tr’rLE

QUESTION +s

TITLE

QUESTION d%

TrI’LE

WESIION  #c

‘lTTLE

QUESTION #s

THANK  YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION. RETURN THIS aJEsTIoNNAxRE  m THE
E N C L O S E D  PREPAID  E N V E L O P E  TO: -

National Ophtion Research Center (4552)
Univedty  of Chicago
1525 East wb Shwet

Chicago, Illinois 60615
—

* U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE:  1996-420- 9SS  / S0367
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